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REPORTS  OF  CASES 

HEARD    IN    THE 

HOUSE  OF  LORDS, 
UPON  APPEALS  AND  WRITS  OF  ERROR, 

And  decided  during  the  Session  1828. 

9th  Geo.  IV. 


IRELAND. 


(court  op  chancery.) 

Sir  George  Fitz-Gerald  Hill,)    a      II    t 
Baronet   -------j       ppeuant. 

Benjamin  Ball    -----      Respondent. 

Upon  a  bill  by  the  assignee  of  a  judgment  against  the  conusor, 
stating  an  award  in  which  a  certain  sum  was  found  due  upon 
the  judgment,  and  praying  that  accounts  might  be  taken 
against  the  conusor  upon  the  foot  of  the  award,  and  the  judg- 
ment, the  Defendant,  the  conusor,  cannot  by  his  answer  im- 
peach the  award,  and  raise  questions  which  had  been  discussed 
before  and  decided  by  the  arbitrators,  as  to  the  state  of  ac- 
counts between  the  Defendant  as  conusee,  and  the  conusor  of 
the  judgment. 


In  1T93,  John  Claudius  Beresford  and  James  Wood- 
mason  were  bankers  and  co-partners  in  Dublin.  The 
Appellant,  who  had  married  the  sister  of  J.  C.  Beres- 
ford, kept  an  account  there.  Various  money  transac- 
tions had  for  many  years  passed  between  the  AppeI-> 
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1^8.  lant  and  J.  C.  Beresford,  without  any  settlement  hav- 
ing been  made.  In  a  letter  dated  the  22d  of  Decem- 
ber, 1808,  J.  C.  Beresford  called  upon  the  Appellant 
to  settle  all  the  accounts  between  them,  and  to  pass 
his  bond  for  the  balance ;  and  the  Appellant  shortly 
afterwards  executed  his  bond  to  J,  C.  Beresford,  in 
the  penal  sum  of  81,000/.,  to  secure  15,500/.,  being 
the  balance  of  the  account  then  stated  as  due. 

In  1807  the  partnership  with  Woodmason  was 
dissolved,  and  John  Claudius  Beresford,  on  the  1st  of 
January,  1808,  formed  a  partnership  with  the  Re- 
spondent, Benjamin  Ball,  Matthew  James  Plunkett, 
and  Philip  Doyne,  as  bankers.  On  that  occasion  an 
arrangement  was  made,  that  the  notes  and  engage- 
ments of  the  old  firm  should  be  paid  by  the  new  firm, 
and  for  that  purpose  the  property  of  the  old  firm 
was  assigned  to  trustees.  John  Claudius  Beresford, 
having  been  largely  indebted  to  the  old  firm,  he,  in 
part  satisfaction  of  his  debt,  delivered  over  to  the 
Respondent,  various  securities,  and  amongst  others, 
the  bond  of  the  Appellant.  The  bond  was  so  given  in 
trust  for  the  Respondent  and  his  partners.  Jtidgment 
was  entered  up  on  this  bond  in  Hilary  term,  1810. 
By  an  indenture  of  the  24th  of  March,  1810,  duly  re- 
gistered, John  Claudius  Beresford  assigDied  the  judg- 
ment for  31,000/.,  to  the  Respondent. 

A  memorial  of  this  assignment  was,  pursuant  to  the 
Act  9  Geo.  II.,  enrolled  on  the  24th  day  of  March, 
1810  ;  and  the  Respondent  became,  under  the  pro- 
visions of  that  Act,  the  legal  owner  of  the  judgment, 
and  entitled  as  such,  to  issue  execution  and  levy  the 
amount  of  it  in  his  own  name. 

By  deed  dated  21th  of  December,  1810,  the  part- 
nership between  John  Claudius  Beresford  and  the 
Respondent,    and  Matthew   James    Plunkett,   and 
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Philip  Doyne,  was  dissolved.  John  Claudius  Beres- 
ford  afterwards  became  a  bankrupt,  and  a  commis- 
sion of  bankruptcy,  dated  the  22d  of  March,  1811, 
was- issued  against  liim. 

In  Trinity  term,  1811,  the  Respondent  obtained  a 
judgment  in  the  Court  of  Kmg's  Bench  in  Ireland, 
against  the  Appellant,  for  16,585/.  12^.  6d.  debt, 
besides  costs. 

The  Appellant  having  questioned  the  validity  of 
the  judgment,  and  the  correctness  of  the  account  upon 
which  the  bond  and  judgment  were  founded,  it  was 
agreed  between  the  Appellant  and  Respondent,  that 
all  matters  in  dispute  rekting  to  the  judgment,  should 
be  submitted  to  arbitration. 

By  indenture  bearing  date  the  18th  day  of  Febru- 
ary, 1812,  made  between  the  Appellant  and  Respon- 
dent, all  matters  in  dispute  between  them  on  foot  oi 
the  judgment  for  31,000/.  and  all  matters  in  difference 
relating  thereto,  and  the  credits  claimed  by  tlie  Ap-^ 
pellant  against  the  same,  were  referred  to  the  deter- 
mination and  judgment  of  the  Right  Honourabfe 
William  Cunningham  Plunkett  and  Jolm  Radclifie, 
who  were  thereby  appointed  arbitrators,  to  hear  evi- 
dence and  determine  what  sum  or  sums  of  money,  if 
any,  was  actually  due  or  payable  by  the  Appellant  oil 
foot  of  the  judgment ;  and  that  such  award  as  they 
should  make,  should  be  conclusive,  and  be  made  the 
judgment,  order,  and  decree  of  the  Court  of  Chanceiy, 
&c. 

This  deed  of  submission  was,  by  order  dated  the 
3d  day  of  March,  1812,  made  a  rule  or  order  of  the 
Court  of  Chancery. 

The  arbitrators  having  been  attended  by  the  coun- 
sel and  solicitors  on  both  sides,  and  having  heard  and, 
read  all  the  evidence  brought  before  them  on  behalf 
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1828.       of  the  Appellant  and  Respondent  respectively,  touch- 
ing the  matters  in  difference^  published  their  award, 
bearing  date  the  19th  of  May,  1812,  whereby  they 
awarded  that  the  judgment  obtained  against  the  Ap- 
pellant, and  assigned  to  the  Respondent,  was  a  good 
and  effectual  security  for  the  principal  sum  of  16,500/. 
with  interest  thereon  from  the  1st  of  December,  1809, 
on  which  day  the  bond  was  handed  over  to  the  Re- 
spondent; and  the  arbitrators  further  awai-ded  that 
there  was  then  due  to  the  Respondent  by  the  Appel- 
lant, for  interest  on  the  foot  of  the  security,  from  the 
Ist  of  December,  1809,  to  the  19th  of  May  then  in- 
stant, the  sum  of  2,295/.  18^.  3e/.,  and  also  a  sum  of  4/. 
10^.  3d.  for  costs  for  entering  judgment  on  the  bond, 
and   assigning  the  judgment,  making  together  the 
sum  of  17,810/.  8s.  ^d. ;   which  sum  the  arbitrators 
awarded  to  be  justly  due  and  owing  to  the  Respondent 
by  the  Appellant,  for  principal,  interest,  and  costs  on 
the  foot  of  the  judgment,  and  further  ordered  pay- 
ment thereof  to  the  Respondent,  with  the  costs  of  ar- 
bitration, and  that  the  principal  sum  of  15,500/.  should 
bear  interest  from  the  date  of  the  award,  until  the 
same  should  be  paid. 

This  award  was  by  order  of  the  Court  of  Chancery, 
dated  the  20th  day  of  June,  1812,  absolutely  con- 
firmed. 

After  this  award  was  made,  the  Respondent  called 
upon  the  Appellant  to  pay  the  amount ;  but  the  Ap- 
pellant refusing  to  pay,  the  Respondent  sued  out  a 
writ  of  elegit  to  the  sheriff  of  the  city  and  county  of 
Londonderry,  dated  the  23d  of  June,  57th  George 
in.  marked  for  the  sum  of  21,641/.  3*.  \\d.  where- 
upon the  sheriff  duly  held  an  inquisition,  where- 
by it  was  found,  that  the  Appellant  was  then  possessed 
of  the  lands  for  the  several  terms  of  years  therein  re- 
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cited,  and  was  also  seised  in  fee  of  the  several  other 
lands  and  premises  therein  also  recited.  In  order  to 
get  possession  of  these  lands  and  premises,  it  became 
necessary  to  bring  an  ejectment  on  the  title  grounded 
on  the  inquisition,  but  the  Respondent  having  disco- 
vered, that  the  Appellant  had,  previously  to  the  eaatac' 
ing  up  the  judgment,  charged  or  incumbered  all  the 
lands  and  premises  comprised  in  the  inquisition  in 
July,  1817,  filed  his  bill  in  the  Court  of  Chancery  in 
Ireland. 

The  bill  stated  the  several  conveyances  and  leases 
found  upon  the  inquisition  and  the  judgments,  and  that 
an  elegit  had  been  sued  out,  and  an  inquisition  taken ; 
and  that  by  means  of  the  mortgages,  the  Respondent 
was  prevented  from  proceeding  at  law.  The  bill  did 
not  state  the  award.  It  was  filed  against  Sir  George 
Fitz-Gerald  Hill,  John  Claudius  Beresford,  Hall 
Chambers,  who  was  the  assignee  of  John  Claudius 
Beresford,  William  Goslin,  John  Chambers  Irwin, 
Sir  Harvey  Aston  Bruce,  John  Wilson  and  William 
Warren,  who  claimed  two  separate  judgments  against 
Sir  Geoi^e  Fitz-Gerald  Hill  and  John  Claudius  Be- 
resford, in  the  penal  sum  of  2,000/.  for  securing 
1,000/.,  praying,  that  the  Respondent,  Benjamin  Ball, 
might  be  decreed  to  be  entitled  to  redeem  the  mort- 
gages, so  far  as  the  same  aflTected  the  estates  and  pro- 
perties of  Sir  George  Fitz-Gerald  Hill ;  and  that  so 
much  of  the  mortgage  debts  as  were  the  proper  debts 
of  John  Claudius  Beresford,  might  be  levied  and 
raised  out  of  the  estates  of  John  Claudius  Beresford 
alone,  so  that  the  estates  of  the  Appellant  might  be 
exonerated  therefrom ,  and  for  that  purpose,  that  the 
estates  of  John  Claudius  Beresford,  or  a  competent 
part  thereof,  might  be  sold;  the  Respondent  thei-eby 
undertaking  to  pay  to  William  Goslin  and  John 
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^^*  Chambers  Irwin,  such  sums  as  they  should  appear 
entitled  to  for  the  redeeming  of  the  Appellant's  es- 
tates ;  and  that  after  payment  thereof  by  the  Respon- 
dent, the  Appellant  might  be  ordered  to  repay  the 
same  to  the  Respondent,  and  in  default  thereof,  that 
the  Appellant  and  the  Defendants  to  the  bill  entitled 
to  redemption  of  the  mortgaged  premises,  might  be 
for  ever  barred  from  all  equity  of  redemption ;  and 
that  the  mortgaged  premises,  or  a  competent  part 
thereof,  might  be  sold ;  and  that  all  such  sums  of 
money  as  the  Respondent  should  be  obliged  to  pay 
for  the  redemption  of  the  mortgaged  premises,  with 
interest,  and  all  costs  to  be  incurred  by  him,  might 
be  repaid  to  him ;  and  that  all  incumbrances  prior  to 
the  mortgages  might  be  paid  out  of  the  produce 
of  such  sale ;  tliat  all  necessary  parties  might  be  com- 
pelled to  execute  conveyances ;  that  an  account  might 
be  taken  of  what  was  due  on  the  mortgages  as  tlie 
debt  of  the  Appellant,  and  also  what  was  due 
thereon  from  John  Claudius  Beresford,  and  of  what 
was  then  due  to  the  Respondent  on  the  judgment 
80  assigned  to  him  by  John  Claudius  Beresford, 
and  of  the  judgment  obtained  by  the  Respondent 
against  the  Appellant ;  and  that  all  other  just  and  ne- 
cessary accounts  might  be  taken ;  and  that  in  the 
mean  time  a  receiver  might  be  appointed ;  and  for 
general  reUef. 

The  bill  was  afterwards  amended  to  make  other 
parties  Defendants  who  claimed  an  interest  in  the 
premises. 

The  Appellant,  by  his  answer  to  the  amended  bill, 
contended  that  the  bond  on  which  the  judgment  stood 
for  31,000/.  was  passed  by  him,  not  for  a  sum  mu- 
tually agreed  upon  as  due  from  him  to  Mr.  Beres- 
fordy  but  as  a  cover  or  guarantee  to  secure  Mr:  Be- 
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nesford  in  such  sum  as  might  appear,  on  an  exami- 
nation of  their  accounts,  to  be  due ;  and  he  stated 
money  transactions  which  had  subsisted  between  him 
and  Mr.  B^esford,  with  a  view  of  making  it  appear 
that  no  accounts  w^e  ever  finally  settled  between 
them ;  that  there  was  not  so  much  due  by  him  to  Mr. 
Beresford  as  the  bond  was  given  to  secure,  inasmuch  as 
he  had  after  the  date  and  execution  of  the  bond  made 
several  payments  to  Beresford,  and  that  he  was  en- 
titled to  as  much  equity  against  the  Respondent  (the 
asngnee  of  the  judgment)  as  against  Mr.  Bere^rd 
himself. 

In  consequence  of  this  answer,  the  bill  was  again,  on 
the  2d  of  January,  1819,  amended,  for  the  piuposeof 
setting  up  the  award,  thereby  stating  the  deed  of  sub- 
mission and  the  rules  thereon  :  and  also  stating,  that 
all  the  matters  set  up  by  the  Appellant  in  his  answer, 
as  impeaching  the  judgment,  were  the  same  which 
he  had  set  up  before  the  arbitrators. 

To  this  bill  the  Appellant  put  in  an  answer  on  the 
28th  day  of  June,  1819,  recapitulating  all  the  evi-' 
dences  and  accounts  which  he  had  gone  into  before  the 
arbitrators,  and  contending,  that  though  he  attended 
before  the  arbitrators  by  counsel  and  solicitor,  his  de- 
fence was  not  sufficiently  explained  and  understood. 
It  appeared  in  evidence  that  the  Appellant's  de- 
fence, then  set  up,  was  by  claiming  certain  payments 
made  by  the  Appellant  to  John  Claudius  Beresford, 
and  certain  equities  which  he  also  claimed  against  John 
Claudius  Beresford,  and  this  defence  was  insisted 
upon  by  Appellant's  counsel  before  the  arbitrators. 

The  Defendants  Beresford  and  Bruce  not  having 
appeared,  a  decree  of  sequestration  issued  against 
them.  The  other  defendants  by  their  answers  ad- 
mitted the  facts. 
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1828  The  cause  was  heard  on  the  3d  of  August,  1821, 

on  the  16th  of  August  a  Decree  was  made  by  the 
Lord  Chancellor,  according  to  the  prayer  of  the  Bill, 
'  The  Appellant,  being  dissatisfied  with  this  decree, 
obtained  an  order  for  a  re-hearing,  and  the  cause  was 
re-heard  at  great  length,  when  a  consent  was  entered 
into  by  the  counsel  of  the  Appellant  and  Respondent, 
that  all  the  correspondence  on  both  sides  should  be 
produced  to  the  Court,  and  read. 

On  the  22d  of  November,  1821,  the  decree  was  af- 
firmed. The  appeal  was  against  the  original  decree, 
and  the  order  affirming  it. 

For  the  Appellant — Mr.  Sugden  and  Mr.  Koe. 
For  the  Respondent — ^The  Attorney  General  and 
Mr.  Pepys. 

It  was  contended  on  behalf  of  the  Appellant  that 
judgment  should  stand  only  for  what  should  appear 
tQ  be;  due  from  him  to  Beresford,  on  taking  the  ac- 
count between  them  and  that  the  objection  to  the 
award  being  introduced  by  way  of  equitable  defence 
to  a  claim  in  equity  ought  to  be  entertained. 

The  Respondent's  counsel  relied  upon  the  award 
as  concluding  the  question  between  the  parties. 

The  case  was  argued  in  part,  in  June,  1827,  and 
was  further  Iieard  on  the  14th  of  February,  1828 — 
when  the  decree  was  affirmed  without  observation  and 
with  costs. 

Decree  affirmed  with  100/.  costs* 


ON  APPEALS  AND  WRITS  OF  ERROR. 


1828. 


ENGLAND. 

(kino's  bench.) 

John  Dob,  on  the  several  Demises  of 

Richard  Henry  Tolson,  Thomas^     Plaintiff 
Akenhead  Ward,    and  William (     in  Error. 

COCKBURN     ------- 

John  Sanderson  Fisher    -    Defendant  in  Error. 

The  opiDion  of  a  judge  directing  the  Plaintiff  in  an  action  to  be 
nonsuited,  if  it  does  not  appear  on  the  record,  cannot  be  ques- 
tioned in  a  writ  of  error.  The  Plaintiff,  if  he  intends  to  bring  a 
writ  of  error  on  the  ground  of  misdirection,  in  point  of  law, 
should  not  submit  to  be  nonsuited,  but  appear,  and  put  the 
judge  to  express  such  opinion,  by  way  of  direction  to  the  jury ; 
and  thereupon  tender  a  bill  of  exceptions  to  the  judge,  and  pro- 
cure his  signature  thereto. 


1  HIS  vras  an  action,  commenced  by  the  Plaintiff  in 
error,  against  the  Defendant  in  error,  by  original 
yncit  in  the  King's  Bench ;  the  declaration  in  four 
counts,  stated  in  various  ways,  leases  by  Tolson, 
Ward,  and  Cockbum,  to  John  Doe,  with  entry  and 
ouster,  by  the  Defendant  in  error. 

The  Defendant  in  error  pleaded  the  general  issue, 
upon  which  issue  was  joined.  Upon  the  trial,  at  York, 
the  Defendant  in  error,  who  claimed  as  issue  in  tail, 
proposed  to  give  evidence  of  the  intail,  and  his  right 
under  the  gift,  as  issue  in  tail ;  but  he  was  unable  to 
produce  any  evidence  of  seizin  and  possession  under 
the  intail,  within  twenty  years  before  the  action  com- 
menced, whereupon  Hulloch,  B.,  the  Judge  before 
whom  the  cause  was  tried,  being  of  opinion    that 
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1®^'  John  Doe  had  failed  to  prove  his  title  to  recover, 
noB  directed  a  nonsuit,  and  judgment  of  nonsuit  was  after- 
wards signed  against  the  Plaintiff  in  error,  and  final 
judgment  was  afterwards  signed  for  damages,  costs, 
and  charges.  Whereupon  the  Plaintiff  in  error 
brought  a  writ  of  error,  returnable  in  parliament,  and 
assigned  the  general  errors,  and  particularly  the  direc- 
tion of  the  judge,  that  the  Plaintiff  must  be  nonsuited, 
and  prayed  a  certiorari  for  the  purpose  of  verifying 
his  allegation ;  to  which  assignment  the  Defendant 
in  error  rejoined  generally. 


For  the  Plaintiff  in  error — ^The  Attorney  General 
.m)d  Mr.  Sugden. 

'For  the  Defendant  in  error — ^The  Solicitor  Gene- 
ral and  Mr.  Ford. 


The  argument  on  the  part  of  the  Plaintiff  in  error, 
raised  the  long  disputed  question,  whether  each  suc- 
cessive tenant  in  tail  may  assert  his  right  within  the 
stai:utory  time  of  limitation  after  his  title  accrues,  or 
lirhether  one  period  only  of  limitation  is  allowed  after 
die  time  has  once  b^un  to  run  upon  an  estate  under 
the  intail  vested  in  a  person  not  under  incapacity.* 

Hie  case  on  the  part  of  the  Defendant  in  error, 
stood  upon  the  technical  ground  that  the  opinion  and 
direction  of  the  Judge,  could  only  appear  upon  a  bill 
of  exceptions  which  had  not  been  tendered  to  him  at 
)the  trial ;  and  that  therefore  the  legality  of  such  sup- 
posed opinion,  could  not  be  discussed ;  and  upon  this 
ground  the  judgment  was  afKrmed. 

*  See  an  argument  and  decision  upon  this  question,  in  Moore's 
Rep,,  vol,  vi,  p.  542,  Tolson  v.  Kaye,  and  in  3  B.  &  B.  207. 
S.C. 


ON   ATPEAIU  AND  WRIIS  OF  BBBOR. 


IRELAND. 

(court  of  exchequer.) 
John  Trant    -------    Appellant. 

John  Dwyer    --..-..    Respondent. 

A  lease  of  lands  io  Ireland  contained  a  covenant  on  the  part 
of  the  lessor  for  perpetual  renewal ;  and  a  covenant  on  the 
part  of  the  lessee,  to  pay  1/.  sterling,  for  every  perch  of  bog, 
cut  otherwise  than  thereby  covenanted,  and  to  be  distrainad 
for  as  additional  rent.  Upon  a  bill  filed  by  the  assig^nee  of 
the  lease  and  his  mortgagee  against  the  assignee  of  the  lessor, 
for  a  specific  performance  of  the  covenant  for  renewal,  it 
appeared  that  three  years  before  the  filing  of  the  bill,  a  notice 
had  been  given  by  the  landlord  to  the  tenant  to  name  new 
lives  in  the  place  of  those  which  had  expired,  and  to  pay  the 
&ie8  with  interest,  &c. ;  but  in  the  interval,  a  correspondence 
had  taken  place,  from  which  it  was  to  be  collected,  that  the 
tenant  had  always  been  ready  to  pay  (he  fine ;  but  that  the 
landlord  alleging,  by  his  answer  in  the  suit  supported  by  evi- 
dence, that  the  tenant  had  cut  large  quantities  of  tnrf  in  breach 
of  his  covenant,  and  had  also  made  encroachments  upon  other 
lands,  refused  to  renew  until  those  two  questions  were  settled ; 
and  although  no  actual  tender  of  the  fines  had  been  mad^, 
it  was  clear  from  the  correspondence  that  they  would  have 
been  refused,  if  made. 

Held  affirming  the  decree  of  the  Court  below,  that  under  these 
circumstances,  the  delay  of  three  years  was  not  under  the  Irish 
tenantry  act  such  gross  laches  as  ought  to  deprive  the  te- 
nant of  the  right  of  renewal,  and  work  a  forfeiture  of  the 
lease ;  but  that  the  landlord  ought  to  be  compelled  specifically  to 
perform  the  covenant  for  renewaU  Held  also,  that  in  making 
this  decree  for  the  performance  of  part  of  the  contract  between 
the  parties,  it  is  not  necessary  for  a  Court  of  Equity  to  pro- 
vide for  the  performance  of  the  other  part ;  namely,  the  cove* 
nant  against  cutting  turf,  otherwise  than  by  leaving  the  land- 
lord at  liberty,  by  the  decree  upon  further  directions  to  bring 
an  action  at  law  upon  that  covenant,  especially  as  that  liberty 
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1828.  had  been  given  by  the  original  decree  ;  and  an  action  brought 

^^^!I^^I^  against  the  tenant  which  abated  by  his  death,  and  thereupon  no 

V.  application  had  been  made  by  the  landlord  to  the  Court  of 


DWTIR. 


Equity  for  its  assistance, 

Stephen  Rice,  being,  in  the  year  1748,  seized  in 
fee  of  the  lands  of  Lower  Dovea,  Killaghara,  Bally- 
bristy,  and  Ballynahow,  in  the  County  of  Tipperary, 
including  a  turf  bog,  which  lay  contiguous  to  the 
several  lands,  by  lease  bearing  date  the  7th  of  January, 
1748,  demised  the  lands  of  Ballynahow,  with  its 
appurtenances,  unto  Samuel  Hughes,  for  three  lives 
therein  named,  at  the  yearly  rent  of  160/. 

The  lease  contained  a  covenant  on  the  part  of  the 
lessee,  ^^  that  he,  his  heirs,  or  assigns,  should  not 
"  commit,  or  wilfully  suffer  to  be  committed,  any  waste 
^^  on  the  premises,  and  should  cut  his  or  their  turf  in 
**  straight  drains,  to  be  cut  sloping  one  foot  narrower 
"  for  every  foot  in  depth,  and  agreeable  to  the  natural 
*^  fall  of  the  land,  and  of  such  an  equal  depth  as  to 
"  preserve  a  hanging  level  at  the  bottom,  and  to  b^in 
"  at  the  lowest  part  of  the  ground  where  such  drain 
"  or  drains  should  from  time  to  time  be  cut,  and  that 
"  he  or  they  should  leave  at  convenient  distances  on 
"  such  drains,  parts  uncut,  of  ten  feet  in  breadth  each 
"  part  for  bridges,  and  bore  holes  underneath  on  a 
"  level  with  the  bottom  of  such  drains,  to  let  the  water 
**  pass;  and  that  he  or  they  should  pay  1/.  sterling  for 
"  every  perch  of  bog,  which  should  be  cut  on  the  pre- 
"  mises  during  said  demise,  other  than  as  is  thereby 
"  covenanted,  and  that  yearly,  to  be  recovered  and 
"  distrained  for  as  an  additional  rent." 

Stephen  Rice,  by  indenture  of  lease  and  release 
bearing  date  the  21st  of  February,  1748,  and  duly 
i-cgistered,  in  consideration  of  50/.,  assigned  the  lands 
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of  Lower  Dovea,  Killaghara,  and  Ballybristy,  and  1*^- 
also  the  lands  of  Ballynahow,  to  Dominick  Trant,  tramt 
and  his  heirs  for  ever,  reserving  thereout  a  yearly 
rent  of  471/.  bs. :  but  Dominick  Trant  subsequently 
reconveyed  to  Stephen  Rice  the  fee  of  the  several 
lands,  and  took  a  lease  thereof  for  lives  renewable  for 
ever,  subject  to  the  same  rent  of  471/.  6^. 

Stephen  Rice  having  by  articles,  agreed  to  renew 
the  lease  of  the  lands  of  Ballynahow ;  Dominick  Trant 
aftei-wards,  by  deed  dated  the  3d  of  December,  1766, 
agreed  with  Samuel  Hughes  to  renew  the  lease  ac- 
cordingly for  ever,  on  payment  of  a  renewal  fine  of 
10/.,  on  the  fall  of  each  life. 

The  Appellant  on  the  death  of  his  father,  in  the 
year  1790,  having  become  seized  of  Dominick  Trant's 
interest  in  the  lands,  and  Peter  Latouche,  being 
seized  of  Stephen  Rice's  estate  and  interest  therein, 
the  Appellant,  soon  after  he  attained  his  age,  purchased 
the  head  rent,  and  reversion  in  fee  of  the  three  other 
denominations  from  Peter  Latouche,  in  June,  1S06, 
and  afterwards,  in  December,  1806,  purchased  the 
reversion  and  head  rent  of  the  landb  of  Ballyna- 
how, and  took  assignments  thereof  respectively  from 
Peter  Latouche,  dated  respectively  the  15th  of  June, 
1806,  and  6th  of  December,  1806,  and  thereupon 
became  seized  absolutely  in  fee  thereof,  subject  to  the 
lease  to  Hughes. 

The  lessee's  interest  in  the  lease  of  1 748,  aft^r 
the  death  of  Samuel  Hughes,  in  1785,  became 
vested  in  Charles  O'Neill,  who  paid  to  Dominick 
Trant,  the  Appellant's  father,  a  sum  of  money  in  dis- 
charge of  renewal  fines  due  upon  the  fall  of  the  lives 
of  Samuel  Hughes,  and  Edward  Dawson,  two  of  the 
cestui  que  vies  named  in  the  original  lease  of  1748, 
and  thereupon  nominated  Francis  Annesley  Hughes 
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1828.  and  Mary  Hughes  as  two  lives  to  be  substituted  in 
TKAKt  the  room  of  the  deceased  cestui  que  vies  under  the 
agreement  for  renewing  the  lease. 

Charles  O'  Neill  afterwards  assigned  his  interest  in 
the  lands  to  Cooper  Crawford,  who,  by  deed  of  the  30th 
of  October,  1192,  reconveyed  the  same  to  O'Neill, 
in  mortgage  to  secure  a  sum  of  2,000/.  with  interest. 

Ilie  mortgage  to  Charles  O'Neill  having  subse- 
quently been  assigned  to  the  Respondent,  John 
Dwyer,  the  Respondent  obtained  a  further  mortgage 
of  the  equity  of  redemption  in  the  lands,  from  Cooper 
Crawford,  in  the  year  1804,  to  secure  a  farther  sum 
of  1,000/.  with  interest  to  the  Respondent. 

In  the  year  1808  a  dispute  arose  between  the 
Appellant  and  the  Respondent,  respecting  the  bogs 
contiguous  to  the  lands  occupied  under  the  lease — 
the  Appellant  contending  that  no  part  of  the  bog  was 
demised  by  the  lease ;  that  even  if  a  proportional  part 
was  demised,  the  lessee  had  encroached  upon  the  bog 
and'' occupied  more  than  his  due  proportion;  altid 
that  he  had  broken  the  covenant  in  the  lease,  by  cut- 
ting turf  for  public  sale,  and  otherwise  contrary  to 
the  provisions  of  the  covenant,  by  which  large  penal- 
ties had  been  incurred.  The  Respondent  contended 
that  he  was  intitled  under  the  terms  of  the  lease,  to 
the  proportion  of  the  bog,  occupied  by  him,  and  that 
no  breach  of  the  covenant  by  cutting  turf  had  been 
committed. 

On  the  24th  of  December,  1810,  the  Appelant 
served  on  Cooper  Crawford,  a  notice  which,  recit- 
ing the  lease  of  1148,  and  his  own  and  Crawford's 
title,  and  that  all  the  lives  had  expired,  and  the 
encroachment  upon  the  bog,  and  the  allied  breach 
of  the  covenant  by  cutting  turf,  proceeds  thus: — 
**  Now  take  notice.  That  I  require  you  fiirthwith  to 


ii 


V. 
DWTSK. 


ON  APPKAL8  AND  WRFrS  OF  SRROR.  1{ 

"  pay  me  up  all  rent  due  out  of  the  said  lands,  to-  ^^^* 
"  gether  with  the  sum  of  372/.  I2s.  due  for  renewal  trawt 
'^  fines,  septennial  fines,  and  interest  due  upon  the 

deaths  of  the  said  Samuel  Hughes,  Mary  Hu^es; 

and  Edward  Dawson.  And  I  also  require  you  to 
^*  restore  me  to  the  possession  of  such  parts  of  the 
^^  said  bog  of  Lower  Dovea,  as  you  have  so  possessed 
^'  yourself  of,  and  hkewise  to  pay  to  me  the  sum  of ' 
"  1/.  sterling,  for  every  perch  of  turf  cut  on  the  siid 
^*  bog,  contnory  to  the  covenant  in  said  lease  of  7tli 
'^  of  January,  1T48.  And  take  notice,  That  unless^ 
'^  you  forthwith  comply  with  this  reasonable  request, 
"  (which  I  have  heretofore  repeatedly  called  upon  you ' 
^*  to  do  without  eflfect,)  I  will  not  hereafter  consider' 
^^  myself  bound  to  renew  your  lease  of  the  said  pre- 
*^  mises,  and  will  take  such  proceeding,  as  I  shall 
"  be  advised  to  recover  the  possession  thereof,  dis- 
^^  charged  of  any  lease  or  claim  you  may  have  &tr  a 
*^  renewal." 

The  fines,  as  stated  in  the  notice,  were  calculated- 
as  upon  the  three  lives  named  in  the  lease  of  1748; 
as  if  no  fines  had  ever  been  paid  since  the  execution, 
as  the  Appellant  then  conceived  to  be  the  fact ;  but  it' 
a^)eared  at  the  hearing  of  the  cause,  that  two  renewal 
fines  had  been  paid  to  Dominick  Trant,  in  the  yeaf' 
1787,  and  that  thereupon  he  gave  a  receipt  for  the 
same,  nominating  Mary  Hughes  a  minor,  and  Francifir 
Annestey  Hughes,  as  cestui  que  vies  in  the  lease  of 
the  premises,  in  place  of  Edward  Dawson  and  Samuel 
Hughes  deceased ;  but  no  deed  of  renewal  was  ex^ 
ecuted. 

At  the  time  of  the  service  of  the  notice  there  was  one 
fine  of  10/.  and  interest  thereonfrom  the  death  of  Mary 
Hughes  the  elder,  the  survivor  of  the  original  cestui 
que  fries  in  the  lease  of  174S,  who  died  in  the  yeai"  1809; 


16 


V, 
DWTER. 


CASES   IN   THE   HOUSE  OF   LORPS 

1828.  Jug  tQ  jl^g  Appellant ;  and  it  was  suggested  by  the  Ap- 
TRAMT  pellant  that  Francis  Annesley  Hughes,  one  of  the  sub- 
stituted lives  nominated  in  the  receipt,  was  also  dead  at 
the  time,  in  which  event  a  second  fine  had  become  due 
to  Appellant.  Mary  Hughes  the  yoimger,  the  other 
life  nominated  in  the  receipt,  and  survivor  of  all  the 
original  cestui  que  vies^  died  in  February,  1812,  and 
from  thenceforth  there  remained  no  life  in  being,  if 
Francis  Annesley  Hughes  had  previously  died. 

After  service  of  the  notice,  several  meetings  between 
the  parties  and  a  long  correspondence  ensued  on  the 
subject  of  the  encroachments  on  the  bog,  and  the 
breach  of  the  covenant  in  cutting  turf.  But  the  par- 
ties being  unable  to  effect  any  amicable  adjustment  of 
their  ;nutual  claims,  the  Appellant,  by  letter  dated 
in  October,  1812,  altogether  declined  to  renew  the 
lease. 

On  the  Ist  of  March,  1814,  Cooper  Crawford,  to- 
gether with  the  Respondent,  John  Dwyer,  as  mortgagee 
of  Crawford's  interest  in  the  lands,  filed  a  bill  agaiilst 
the  Appellant,  in  the  Court  of  Exchequer,  in  Ireland, 
for  a  renewal  of  the  lease  of  1748,  having,  on  the  25th 
of  February,  1814,  caused  a  sum  of  60/.,  to  be  ten- 
dered to  Appellant  in  discharge  of  the  fines  for  renewal 
and  interest  due  thereon. 

The  bill  insisted  that  the  parts  of  the  bog  improved 
and  taken  in  by  the  tenants  of  the  lands  belonged  to 
the  demised  premises  of  Ballynahow,  and  that  neither 
O'Meara,  nor  any  undertenant  of  PlaintiflTs  was  in 
possession,  save  rightftiUy  under  the  lease,  of  any  part 
of  the  Appellant's  estate.  The  Appellant  by  his  an- 
swer, insisted  upon  the  grounds  stated  in  the  notice, 
and  also  because  the  Respondent  had  neglected  within 
a  reasonable  time  aft;er  notice,  to  pay  or  tender  the 
fines,  that  he  was  not  bound  by  law  to  grant  the  renewal. 
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The  cause  was  heard  on  the  2nd  of  June,  1816,  1028. 
when  it  was  ordered,  ^^  that  the  cause  should  standi  T^Airr 
"  with  liberty  for  the  Appellant  to  bring  an  ejectment  •• 
^^  fwsuch  part  of  the  premises  as  he  should  be  advised  \ 
^^  and  on  the  trial  of  such  ejectment  the  statute  of 
^^  limitations  not  to  be  set  up,  and  that  the  Defendant 
^^  should  be  also  at  liberty  to  bring  any  action  of 
^^  covenant  he  might  think  fit,  and  upon  any  acticm 
of  covenant  to  be  brought  against  Plaintiff  Coopar 
Crawford,  that  service  of  process  upon  his  attorney 
"  should  be  deemed  good  service,  and  that  Cooper 
^^  Crawford  should  plead  issuably,  and  go  to  trial  in 
^^  both  causes^  or  which  ever  of  them  Defendant  might 
^^  proceed  on,  at  the  then  next  Assizes  at,  &c.;  and  that 
**  Cooper  Crawford  should  admit  that  the  term  in  the 
"  lease  of  the  7th  of  January,  1748,  in  the  pleadings 
^^  mentioned,  was  still  in  being  and  vested  in  him, 
'^  and  the  lessor  s  interest  vested  in  the  Defendant^ 
^^  and  that  ejectment  or  action,  or  both,  shoukl  be 
**  brought  forthwith  and  be  tried  by  a  special  jury, 
and  that  the  Plaintiff  should  wave  all  temporary 
bars,  and  that  the  question  to  be  tried  on  the  ejects 
**  ment  should  be  whether  the  Plaintiff  Cooper  Craw- 
^^  ford,  w  his  undertenants,  were  in  possession  of  any, 
and  what  <]uantity  of  land  or  bog  not  demised  to 
Samuel  Hughes,  deceased,  by  Stephen  Rice,  de- 
**  ceased,  by  the  lease  of  the  7th  of  January,  1748,  in 
**  the  pleadings  mentioned." 

The  Appellant  thereupon  brought  an  ejectment  on 
the  title  in  pursuance  of  the  order,  to  which  a  defence 
was  made  in  the  name  of  Cooper  Crawford.  Hie 
Appellant  also  commenced  an  action  of  covenant  to 
recover  damages  for  the  breaches  in  the  lease  against 
Crawford,  and  issue  being  joined,  and  both  causes 
ready  for  trial,  Crawford  died,  and  the  Respondent 
VOL.  n.  c 
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1828^      having  refused  to  become  a  defendant  in  his  place,  the 
causes  abated. 

The  Appellant  thereupon  served  an  ejectment  in 
Hilary  term,  1816,  upon  John  O'Meara,  the  occupy- 
ing tenant  of  the  lands,  who  consented  to  be  bound 
by  the  decretal  order  of  the  2nd  of  June,  1815 :  but 
the  action  of  covenant  was  abandoned,  as  the  Respon- 
dent would  not  allow  his  name  to  be  made  use  of. 

Upon  the  trial  of  the  ejectment,  the  jury  found 
"  tliat  Crawford,  or  his  undertenants,  were  in  pos- 
^'  session  of  234a.  2r.  3p.  more  than  were  demised 
"  by  the  lease  of  1T48  of  land  and  bog." 

On  the  29th  of  May,  1817,  the  Appellant  took 
possession  under  an  habere  of  the  234a.  2r.  3p. 

The  suit  in  the  Exchequer  having  abatad  by  the 
death  of  Cooper  Crawford,  the  Respondent  in  Feb- 
ruary, 1818,  filed  a  bill  of  revivor  against  the  Appel- 
lant, and  made  WiUiam  Cooper  Crawford,  a  minor,  as 
heir  at  law  of  Cooper  Crawford,  a  defendant ;  the  re- 
presentatives of  Cooper  Crawford,  deceased,  having 
declined  interference  therein.  Cooper  Crawford  having 
died  in  embarrassed  circumstances,  and  his  property 
being  insufficient  to  pay  the  amount  of  his  debts. 

John  O'Meara  was  committed  to  prison,  and  after- 
wards discharged  as  an  insolvent,  and  died. 

The  cause  in  the  Exchequer  was  finally  heard  in 
1820,  when  the  Court  pronounced  the  following 
decree : — 

*'  Upon  reading  the  Judge's  report  and  certificate 
**  of  the  verdict,  and  it  appearing  to  the  Court,  that 
'^  the  Defendant,  John  Trant,  has  since  executed 
**  an  habere  and  taken  possession  of  the  lands  sa 
"  recovered ;  decree  the  Plaintiff  entitled  to  a  re- 
**  newal  of  the  lease  of  the  Tth  of  January,  1748,  ac- 
^^  cwding  to  the  covenant  contained  in  the  deed  of 
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**  the  3rd  of  December,  1166,  upon  payment  of  l^^* 
^^  all  smns  due  for  rent  and  renewal  fines,  to  be  cal-  t&akv 
**  culated  according  to  the  usual  course  of  the  Court, 
*^  and  of  all  costs  at  law,  and  the  costs  of  this  cause: 
and  in  case  the  parties  differ  about  the  description 
of  the  premises,  or  otherwise  respecting  the  terms  ai 
*^  the  said  renewal,  refer  it  to  a  Baron,  to  settle  and 
''^  approve  of  the  draft  thereof  having  r^ard  to  the 
^^  said  verdict,  so  as  not  to  include  in  the  said  renewal, 
*^  a  demise  of  any  part  of  the  land  or  bog  so  recovered 
^*  from  John  O^Meara,  under  and  by  virtue  of  the  said 
^^  ejectment:  and  let  the  names  of  John  S.  Dwyer 
^^  and  Francis  D.  Dwyer,  being  those  named  in  bill 
^^  by  the  PlainttfTfor  that  purpose,  be  inserted  in  the 
^^  place  of  Msary  Hughes  the  elder,  and  Mary  Hughes 
**  the  youngs-,  aiidr^er  it  to  the  Chief  Remembrancer 
^^  or  ids  deputy,  to  take  an  account  of  the  rent  due 
^^  and  of  the  raiewal  fines,  and  interest  thereon,  ac- 
^^  cording  to  the  usual  course  of  the  Court :  and  up<- 
^^  on  payment  of  such  rent,  renewal  fines,  and  interest 
^^  thereon,  as  shall  be  found  by  the  said  officer  to  be 
^^  due  as  aforesaid  to  the  Defendant,  John  Trant,  let 
^  him  execute  the  said  lease,  and  declare  such  renewal 
^^  tobe  made  to  the  Plaintiff  as  mortgagee,  liable  tothe 
**  equity  of  redemption  reserved  upon  the  mortgages 
"  of  the  original  lease  vested  in  the  Plaintiff,  and  de- 
*^  cree  him  entitled  to  tack  to  his  said  mortgages  what 
*^  he  shall  so  pay  in  pursuance  of  this  decree ;  and  let 
^*  this  decree  be  without  prgudice  to  any  action 
**  which  the  Defendant,  John  Trant,  may  be  advised 
*^  to  liring  against  the  representatives  of  the  said 
**  Cooper  Crawford  or  John  O'Meara,  or  either  of 
them,  for  breaches  of  any  covenant  contained  in 
said  original  lease  since  the  same  vested  in  the  said 
Ooopdr  Crawford." 

c  2 
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1828.  Against  this  decree  the  appeal  was  presented. 


For  the  Appellant — Mr.  Brougham  and  Mr. 
Stephenson. 

The  Respondent  must  be  affected  by  the  gross 
laches  of  the  tenant  in  omitting  to  pay  the  renewal 
fines  and  to  take  out  the  required  renewal:  no 
tender  of  any  fine  for  renewal,  or  of  any  compensa- 
tion to  the  landlord  for  the  tortious  acts  of  the  tenant, 
imd  those  claiming  under  him,  having  been  made  by 
the  Respondent  or  any  other  person  until  after  more 
than  three  years  from  the  service  of  Appellant's 
notice.  The  Respondent  was  bound  at  his  peril  to 
act  upon  the  service  of  the  notice  to  renew,  made  on 
Cooper  Crawford,  his  mortgagor,  particularly  as  the 
Appellant,  until  the  filing  of  Respondent's  original 
bill,  was  unapprised  of  the  Respondent's  title  or  in- 
terest in  the  lease.  Although  the  Appellant  ]may  by  his 
notice  of  the  20th  of  December,  1810,  have  demand- 
ed a  greater  sum  for  renewal  fines  and  interest  there- 
on, than  he  was  then  entitled  to  demand,  yet  the 
lessee  seeking  the  benefit  of  such  renewal  was  bound 
thereupon  to  have  set  his  landlord  right  as  to  his  mis- 
take, and  to  have  ascertained  and  tendered  to  him 
the  sum  really  due  for  such  fines  without  further  un- 
reasonable delay,  which  he  did  not  do,  nor  tender 
smy  sum  whatsoever  for  the  fines  for  upwards  of  three 
years  after  the  service  of  the  notice.*  A  tenant 
abusing  the  trust  which  subsists  between  him  and  his 
landlord,  wilfully  violating  the  covenants  in  his  lease, 
and  converting  the  possession  with  which  he  has  been 
entrusted  into  the  means  of  encroachment  on  his  land- 
lord's adjoining  estate^  and  of  defacing  the  bounds 

♦  Jackson  V.  Saunders,  D.  P.  16th  July,  1814,  MS.  and  2 
I>ow.  453.  Lord  Mountnorris  v.  White,  D.  P.  2(Hh  Feb.  1816, 
MS.  and  2  Dow.  470.  Barren  ▼.  Bourke,  D.  P.  1816,  MS.  and 
5  Dow.  20. 
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and  landmarks  of  the  farm  committed  to  his  posses-  ^^^* 
sion,  and  after  so  doing  claiming  to  retain  such  en-  traxt 
croachment  for  his  own  benefit  against  his  landlord, 
and  obliging  such  landlord  to  bring  an  ejectment  in 
order  to  recover  possession,  forfeits  all  claim  on 
such  landlord  for  a  renewal  of  his  original  lease,  as 
well  as  all  tide  to  assistance  from  a  Court  of  Equity 
to  compel  such  renewal. 

Even  if  any  renewal  of  the  tenant's  interest  ought 
to  be  decreed  in  this  case,  such  decree  ought  at  least* 
to  have  imposed  upon  him  the  terms  of  making  full 
satis&ction  or  compensation  to  the  Appellant  for  his 
damages  by  reason  of  such  breaches  of  covenant,  as 
also  for  the  mesne  profits  due  to  Appellant  in  respect 
of  such  wrongful  encroachments  on  his  estate,  the 
ascertainment  and  payment  of  which  damages  and 
mesne  profits  ought  to  have  been  made  preliminary  to 
any  such  renewal.  The  Appellant  under  the  circum- 
stances is  left  without  remedy  for  the  recovery  of 
such  damages ;  the  legal  estate  under  the  lease  of  1748 
having  expired,  and  the  covenants  cx)ntained  therein 
determined.  It  was  the  more  incumbent  on  the 
Court  to  impose  such  terms  on  the  party  seeking  the 
renewal  in  this  case,  since  it  appeared  that  Cooper 
Crawford  and  John  O'Meara,  the  undertenant  of  the 
lands,  have  both  died  insolvent. 

The  decree,  in  professing  to  leave  the  Appellant  at 
liberty  to  prosecute  any  action  he  might  be  advised 
to  bring  against  the  representatives  of  Cooper  Craw- 
ford and  John  O'Meara,  or  either  of  them,  for 
breaches  of  any  covenant  contained  in  the  original 
fease  since  the  same  had  vested  in  Cooper  Crawford,  al- 
together omits  to  provide  any  means  whereby  the  Ap- 
pellant might  be  enabled  to  maintain  any  such  acticm, 
or  to  recover  any  fruits  from  it,  such  action  not  bemg 
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1828.  at  all  maintainable  without  the  aid  of  the  Court  im- 
TRANT  posing  terms  similar  to  those  contained  in  tlie  decretal 
order  of  the  Court,  of  the  2nd  of  June,  1816,  in  jwo* 
nouncing  which  order  it  appears  to  have  been  die 
opinion  and  intuition  of  the  Court,  that  the  immediate 
tenant  of  the  lands  shoukl  be  held  responsible  for 
such  breaches  of  covenant  committed  by  his  under- 
tenants. 

The  Respondent  in  this  case,  is  to  be  considered  as 
srtanding  in  the  situation  dther  of  immediate  tenant  of 
the  Appellant,  in  which  haae  he  must  be  held  respon- 
sible for  the  fraudulent  misconduct  and  waste  commit- 
ted by  his  undertenants,  and  by  reason  thereof  to  have 
forfeited  his  claim  to  any  renewal  of  his  lease,  or  else 
in  that  of  a  mortgage  creditor  of  such  tenant,  in  which 
character  he  cannot  be  entitled  to  any  relief  in  the 
premises  beyond  the  preservation  of  his  mortgage 
security  for  his  own  benefit  alone,  which  relief  ought 
not  to  be  extended  incidentally,  (as  has  been  done  by 
the  decree  appealed  from,)  to  give  the  benefit  of  a 
renewal  to  the  representatives  of  the  mortgagor,  and 
to  fraudulent  and  de&ultmg  undertenants,  who  had 
forfeited  their  right  to  renewal :  and  the  rather  in  this 
case  when  the  Appellant  by  his  counsel  at  the  hearing 
below  offered,  as  he  now  again  does,  in  case  the  Re- 
pondent  is  entitled  thereto,  to  pay  the  Respondent  the 
balance  due  on  the  foot  of  his  mortgage,  on  having 
the  bill  in  this  case  dismissed. 

For  the  Respondent. — Mr.  Pepys  and  Mr.  Tin^ 

No  such  fraud  has  been  proved  against  the  tenants 
of  the  leasehold  premises,  or  their  assignees,  within 
the  meaning  and  scope  of  the  Irish  tenantry  Act,  as 
to  deprive  them  of  the  benefit  of  the  Act.  The  Ap- 
pellant, in  case  of  any  such  fraud,  or  in  case  any  for- 


ON  APPEALS  AND  WRITS  OF  ERBOR.  28 

fetture  of  the  lease  had  been  committed,  and .  had  ^^28. 
not  been  waived,  has  by  his  proceedings  in  ejectment,  ^t&jjit 
in  which  he  has  recovered  only  lands  found  not  to  be  j^wywi. 
comprised  in  the  original  lease,  and  by  not  bringing 
any  action  of  covenant  under  the  liberty  given  him 
in  that  behalf,  by  the  decree  of  the  2nd  of  June, 
1815,  waived  such  matters,  and  precluded  himself 
from  setting  up  the  same.  No  demand  and  refusal 
of  the  fines  for  renewal,  so  as  to  deprive  the  t^siant 
of  the  benefit  of  the  Act,  has  been  proved,  even  as 
against  the  original  complainant,  Ck>oper  Crawford, 
who,  on  the  contrary,  was  always  anxious  to  pay  the 
same  when  asceitaiued.  No  such  demand  was  ever 
made  against  the  Respondent,  nor  was  there  any 
3uch  difficulty  of  finding  him  as  to  excuse  the  want 
of  such  demand ;  nor,  if  there  had  been,  do  the 
steps  prescribed  by  the  Act,  in  case  of  such  difficulty, 
appear  to  have  been  taken. 

The   Lord   Chancellor. — The    question  in   this    weduoday, 
cause  arises  under  a  lease  which  was  made  as  far  back  ^    ^"  * 
as  the  year  1748.     It  was  a  lease  held  for  three  lives, 
with  a  covenant  tor  perpetual  renewal.    The  free- 
hold   ultimately    vested   in   the    present  Appellant, 
Mr.  Trant,  and  a  person  of  the  name  of  Cooper 
Crav^ord,  became  interested  in  the  leasehold  estate. 
Cooper  Crawford  mortgaged  this  property,  and  Mr. 
Dwyer  stood  in  the  situation  of  mortgagee.     Cooper 
Crawford,  or  the  person  under  whom  Cooper  Craw- 
ford held  under-let  the  estate  to  a  person  of  the  name 
of  O'Meara,  for  three  lives  renewable  for  ever.    In 
the  year  1787  two  of  the  original  Uves  fell  in,  and 
those  lives  were  renewed  and  the  fines  were  paid  in 
that  year.    In  the  yeai-  1808  Mary  Hughes,  who  was 
one  of  the  three  lives  then  existing;  die^ ;  the  lease 
was  notaenewed  at  that  time. 
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1028.  In  the  year  1810  Mr.  Trant,  having  gone  over  to 

rtLAKT  Ireland,  made  some  enquiry  as  to  the  state  of  this 
property,  and  had  reason  to  believe  that  encroach- 
m^its  had  been  made  upon  his  adjoining  estate,  by 
the  tenant  of  this  property,  which  had  been  leased. 
Mr.  Trant  at  that  time  was  not  at  all  aware  of  the 
renewal  in  the  year  1787.  On  looking  at  the  lease 
he  had  reason  to  believe,  from  the  information  he  had 
received,  that  the  covenant  had  been  broken  with 
respect  to  the  manner  in  which  the  turf  should  be 
cut;  and  under  those  circumstances,  and  with  this 
information,  he  gave  a  notice  to  the  tenant  of  Mr. 
Cooper  Crawford,  who  was  the  owner  of  the  lease- 
bold  interest,  that  he  should  expect  fortliwith  that 
the  three  lives  should  be  renewed,  and  the  encroach- 
ment on  the  adjoining  estate  should  be  abandoned, 
and  a  compensation,  according  to  the  terms  of  the 
lease,  made  for  the  breaches  of  the  covenant;  and 
that  unless  those  terms  were  complied  with,  he  should 
not  fed  himself  bound  to  renew  the  lease.  Upon* 
^iquiry,  it  was  found,  however,  that  the  two  lives  I 
have  mentioned  had  been  renewed  in  the  year  1787. 
This  part  of  the  case,  therefwe,  may  be  left  aitirely 
out  of  consideration.  There  was  at  that  time,  in 
respect  of  the  life  which  had  fallen  in  the  year  1808, 
one  fine  due  for  the  renewal — ^there  was  a  question 
with  respect  to  the  encroachment  on  the  adjoining 
estate — and  a  question  also  existing  as  to  the  turf. 

In  point  of  fact,  no  tender  of  this  fine  was  made 
until  the  year  1814,  three  years  after  the  notice  had 
been  given — and  it  was  contended  upon  these  cir- 
cumstances, that  under  the  Irish  tenantry  Act,  three 
years  having  been  suffered  to  elapse  after  notice  had 
been  given  to  renew  and  to  pay  the  fine,  that  was  an 
imieasonable  period,  and  there  was  such  an  omission 
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cm  the  part  of  the  tenant,  that  he  had  forfeited  his  1828, 
right  to  renew — and  this  was  the  main  question  in  tkaht 
the  cause :  it  was  the  main  question  in  the  Court 
below,  and  the  main  question  on  the  appeal ;  and  if 
the  questions  stood  on  these  facts,  I  think  your  Lord- 
ships would  be  clearly  of  opinion  that  the  tenant  hav- 
ing suffered  three  years  to  elapse  after  notice  had 
been  given,  calling  on  him  to  pay  the  fine  on  the  r^ 
newal,  that  was  more  than  a  reasonable  period ;  and 
he  would,  under  the  clause  of  the  Irish  tenantry  Act, 
have  lost  his  right  to  claim  the  renewal.  But  in 
point  of  fact,  almost  immediately  after  the  notice  was- 
given,  a  correspondence  took  place  between  the  te- 
nant, Mr.  Cooper  Crawford,  on  the  one  side,  and 
Mr.  Trant,  the  landlord,  on  the  other,  and  the  agent 
of  Mr.  Trant,  Mr.  Dickson,  with  respect,  not  to  the 
fine  which  does  not  appear  to  have  been  a  matter  of 
contest  between  them  after  the  explanaticm  had  been 
given  as  to  what  had  taken  place  in  the  year  1787, 
but  as  to  the  encroachment — and  as  to  the  breach  ot 
covenant — and  particularly  as  to  the  encroachment 
on  the  adjoining  estate  of  Mr.  Trant.  It  appears  in; 
the  whole  course  of  that  correspondence,  that  Mr. 
Crawford,  the  tenant,  was  ready  at  any  moment  to 
have  paid  the  fine,  and  to  have  obtained  the  renewal,- 
but  that  Mr.  Trant  was  unwilling  to  grant  a  renewal 
unless  the  question  as  to  the  encroachment  on  the 
adjoining  estate  was  settled,  or  unless  that  part  which 
was  in  question  was  altogether  abandoned.  At  last, 
in  the  month  of  October,  1812,  Mr.  Trant  was  per- 
fectly satisfied  that  an  encroachment  had  taken  place ; 
and  it  turned  out  afterwards,  on  enquiry  before  a: 
jury,  that  very  large  encroachments  had  been  made 
by  Mr.  Crawfwd,  or  his  undertenants. 

Now  liie  question  is  under  these  circumstances;. 
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1828.       Mr.  Trant  having  refused  to  renew,  and  Mr.  Craw- 
ford  having  been  constantly  ready  to  renew  and 
pay  the  fine,  whether  the  tenant  has  lost  Ids  right 
fit>m  the  neglect  of  not  paying  the  fine,  and  I  think 
clearly  that  he  has  not.     The  tenant  was  ready  at 
any  moment  to  renew;  it  is  quite  clear  from  the 
language  of  the  correspondence,  that  he  was  ready 
to  renew,   and  it  would  have  been  altogether  an 
idle  ceremony  for  him  to  have  tendered  tlie  money. 
In  point  of  fact,  no  tender  did  take  place  till  the  year 
1814 ;  nor  do  I  conceive,  under  these  circumstances, 
and  from  the  nature  of  the  correspondence,  that^  a 
tender  was  at  all  necessary.     Both  the  parties  under- 
stood that  Mr.  Dwyer  or  Mr.  Crawford  was  ready 
to  pay  the  fine,  and  it  is  perfectly  clear  that  if  he  had 
offered  it,  Mr.  Trant  would  not  have  accepted  it ; 
since  the  question  in  agitation  betweaa  them  related 
entirely  to  the  encroachment  on  die  adjoining  estate. 
But  it  was  argued,  that  it  turned  out  in  the  result, 
that  this  was  really  an  encroachment  on  the  part  of 
Ae  tenant — ^that  he  had  committed  a  wrongful  act — 
that  he  had  been  aware  himself  of  this  wrongful  act, 
and  could  not  avail  himself  of  his  own  wrong  to  sus- 
pend the  payment  of  the  fine.     That  does  not  at  all 
vary  the  question.     If  the  landlord  had  be^i  at  all 
anxious  about  the  fine,  if  that  had  been  the  real  ob- 
ject of  contest  between  the  parties,  it  was  easy  for 
him  to  offer  to  renew  the  lease  on  the  old  terms,  in 
the  language  of  the  original  lease,  and  without  any 
prejudice  to  the  question  of  encroachment     As  the 
parties  were  really  in  litigation  about  another  matter, 
and  as  there  was  no  contest  between  them  on  tliis 
subject ;  as  it  is  quite  clear  that  the  landbrd  would 
not  have  accepted  the  fine  if  it  had  been  tendered, 
the  fidiure  in  the  conditiim  to  tender  the  fine,  eoujd 
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not,  under   those  circumstances,  be  considered  as      1^28. 
depriving  the  party  of  tus  right  to  a  i^newai  of  this 
lease.  «• 

It  is  said  that  at  a  subsequent  period  in  the  year 
1814  a  tender  was  made.  A  tender  might  have  been 
considered  necessary,  with  a  view  to  institute  this  suit, 
bat  if  the  party  would  not  have  accepted  the  money  if 
oflfi^ied  to  him,  an  actual  tender  on  the  part  of  the  te* 
nant  was  not  necessary  for  the  purpose  o(  protectii^ 
himself  against  the  Ibrfi^ture  of  his  right  to  renew. 

It  is  said  that  another  life  afterwards  fell  in.  Mauey 
Hughes  died  in  1812,  but  she  died  in  the  early  part 
of  that  year  while  this  correspondence  was  going  on, 
and  therefore  that  makes  no  alteration.  As  it  appears 
to  me  as  far  as  relates  to  the  main  question,  the  de- 
cree of  die  Ck)urt  of  Exchequer  in  Ireland  was  ri^t. 

A  suggestion  was  thrown  out  in  the  course  of  the 
alignment  that  in  point  of  feet  none  of  the  lives  were 
in  existence :  that  as  to  Francis  Annesley  Hughes 
there  was  no  proof  that  he  was  living ;  but  it  appears 
if  it  were  necessary  to  go  into  that  question  that  there 
is  evidence  of  that  fact ;  for  a  witness  is  interrogated 
as  to  whether  or  not  Annesley  Hughes,  not  Francis 
Annesley  Hughes,  but  Annesley  Hughes,  named  in 
the  pleadings  of  the  cause,  is  living ;  and  he  answers^ 
that  that  Annesley  Hughes,  that  is,  the  Annesley 
Hughes  named  in  the  pleadings  in  the  cause  is  living. 
Now  there  is  no  Annesley  Hughes  named  in  the 
pleadings  in  the  cause,  but  ttiere  is  a  Francis  Annes- 
ley. Hughes.  That  I  apprehend  is  sufficient  to  identify 
that  Francis  Annesley  Hughes,  as  being  the  party  to 
whom  the  witness  alludes,  and  whom  he  describes  as 
the  Annesley  Hughes  named  in  the  pleadings  in  the 
cause,  there  being  no  Annesley  Hughes,  except  the 
Francis  Annesley  Hughes  to  whom  I  have  alluded. 
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W^.  Another  question  arose  in  the  course  of  this  argu-^ 

ment  with  respect  to  the  form  of  the  decree.    There 
is  no  provision  made  in  the  decree  against  the  De- 
fendant with  respect  to  the  loss  that  has  been  sustain- 
ed, in  consequence  of  the  breach  of  the  covenant  of 
the  lease.     It  is  contended  that  some  provision  in 
that  respect  ought  to  have  been  made.     Now  the 
facts  as  far  as  they  relate  to  this  part  of  the  case  are 
shortly  these.     By  the  original  decree  in  the  year 
1816,  the  landlord  was  empowered  to  bring  two  ac- 
tions, an  action  of  ejectment,  and  also  an  action  of 
covenant — an  action  for  the  purpose  of  trying  the 
case  as  to  the  encroachment ;  and  an  action  of  cove- 
nant for  the  purpose  of  ascertaining  whether  or  not 
there  had  been  any  breach  of  covenant,  and  if  so, 
what  damage  had  been   thereby  sustained.     Those 
two    actions  were  brought  by  Mr.  Trant   against 
Cooper  Crawford,  and  those  two  actions  were  at  issue 
when  Cooper  Crawford  died.    By  his  death  there  was 
aji  end  of  the  actions,  but  it  was  very  easy  for  the 
landlord  to  go  on  with  the  action  of  ejectment,  for 
as  O  'Meara  was  the  tenant  in  possession,  all  that  it 
was  necessary  to  do  was  to  serve  an  ejectment,  and 
he  being  served  in  ejectment,  was  willing  to  adopt 
the  regulations  which  had  been  laid  down  by  the  court 
for  the  purpose  of  trying  the  ejectment.     The  eject- 
ment therefore  proceeded,  a  verdict  was  obtained, 
judgment  was  entered  up,  and  Mr.  Trant  was  put 
into  possession  of  about  200  acres,   which  was  the 
amount  of  the  enci-oachment.     So  fer,  therefore,  that 
part  of  the  proceeding  was   effectual,  but  nothing 
was  done  in  respect  of  the  action  of  covenant,  and 
it  is  perfectly  clear  that  nothing  could  be  done  in  res- 
pect of  the  action  of  covenant,  without  another  step 
being  first  taken,  but  it*wafe  competent  for  Mr.  Trant 
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to  have  applied  to  the  Court,  to  put  Mr.  Dwyer  under  1828. 
terms  after  the  cause  was  revived,  with  respect  to 
that  action  of  covenant.  The  cause  was  revived 
early  in  1818,  and  the  final  decree  was  not  pro- 
nounced until  the  Summer  of  1820.  There  was  a  period, 
therefore,  of  two  years  and  a  half  after  the  revival 
of  the  suit  in  the  Exchequer,  during  which  time  Mr. 
Trant  might  have  applied  for  the  purpose  of  putting 
Mr.  Dwyer  under  terms,  in  order  to  try  this  question 
with  respect  to  the  breach  of  covenant,  but  he  made 
no  application  for  that  purpose.  I  think,  therefore, 
that  as  Mr.  Trant  took  no  proceedings  for  the  pur- 
pose of  obtaining  the  opinion  of  the  Court  upon  those 
questions,  it  is  now  too  late  to  find  fault  with  the  de«- 
cree  for  making  no  provision  with  respect  to  the 
supposed  loss  upon  the  breaches  of  covenant.  Und^r 
these  circumstances  the  decree  of  the  Court  of  Exche- 
quer should  be  in  all  respects  affirmed. 


Judgment  affii-meil,  with  100/.  costs. 
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1828. 


BALL 

V. 
•HEW. 


ENGLAND- 

(exchequer.) 
Jambs  Hall  and  others,     -    -    .    -    Appellants. 
George  Shew    -------    Respondent. 


This  was  an  action,  brought  in  the  Ck)urt  of  Ex- 
chequer for  an  excessive  distress  levied  by  the 
PlainlifTs  in  error  on  the  goods  of  the  Defendant  in 
error^  attended  with  very  aggravated  circumstances. 
Upon  the  trial  of  the  action,  a  verdict  was  given  for 
the  Defendant  in  error,  ¥rith  650/.  damages  and  40/. 
costs.  In  Easter  term,  1827,  upon  a  notice  for  a 
new  trial  the  damages  were  reduced  by  consent  to 
400/.  Final  judgment  was  thereupon  entered  up,  in 
Trinity  term  following.  A  writ  of  error  being 
brought  in  the  Exchequer  chamber,  the  judgment 
was  affirmed  without  argument. 

Upon  this  affirmance  a  writ  of  error  was  brought 
in  the  House  of  Lords.  The  case  was  heard  on  the 
6th  of  March,  1828,  the  Plaintiffs  in  error  not  ap- 
pearing :  whereupon  the  judgment  of  the  Exchequer 
chamber  was  affirmed,  with  120/.  costs. 
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1828. 

ENGLAND. 


(in  chancery.) 

John  Hullett,  and  CnARXiES  Widder  -  Appellants. 

His  Catholic  Majesty  Ferdinand^ 

THE  Seventh,  King  of  Spain  and>    Respondent. 
the  Indies.     -     ------^ 

By  a  treaty  between  the  governments  of  France  and  Spain,  it  is 
agreed,  that  France  shall  pay  to  the  king  of  Spain  a  certain 
sum  of  money  to  be  distributed  by  him  among  his  subjects  ha- 
ving claims  against  the  government  of  France.  This  sum,  by 
the  terms  of  the  trealy,  is  made  payable  to  an  agent  to  be  ap- 
pointed by  the  king  of  Spain.  He  accordingly  appoinls  an 
agent,  who  receives  the  sum  stipulated,  and  afterwards  deposits 
part  of  it  in  the  hands  of  merchants  in  London,  in  the  name  of 
his  secretary.  But  accounts  of  the  money  so  deposited  are 
rendered  by  the  merchants  to  the  depositor^  and  not  to  bis 
secretary. 

Upon  a  bill  filed  in  equity,  in  the  name  of  the  king  of  Spain  as 
HaintifF,  against  the  depositories  and  the  depositor,  stating 
these  facts,  and  praying  a  discovery,  account,  and  payment  of 
the  mouey  into  Court,  &c.  the  Defendants  demurred  upon  the 
grounds  of  a  defect  of  parties,  and  that  a  foreign  sovereign 
cannot  sue  in  a  court  of  equity  in  England :  held  affirming 
the  order  of  the  Court  below,  that  the  demurrer  was  properly 
overruled ;  that  a  foreign  sovereign  may  sue  as  Plaintiff  in 
equity :  and  that  under  the  circumstances  of  the  case,  it  was 
not  necessary  that  the  cestui  que  trusts  (the  Spanish  claimants) 
or  the  nominee  of  the  agent  should  be  parties  to  the  suit. 

Whether  after  the  money  has  been  brought  into  Court  the  parties 
having  an  interest  in  the  final  distribution  could  sustain  a  bill 
to  efiectuate  their  claims.     Qutere, 
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On  the  22d  day  of  December,  1827,  a  Bill  m  the 
name  of  the  king  of  Spain  as  Plaintiff  was  filed  in 
the  Court  of  Chancy,  against  the  Appellants,  aad 
one  Don  Just0  Jozi  de  Maohado. 
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1828,  The  bill  stated,  That  in  the  years  18 14  and  1816, 

■HuixBTT  two  public  treaties,  the  one  bearing  date  the  30th  day 
THB  kTng  of  ^f  Msy,  1814,  and  the  other  the  20th  day  of  Novem- 
•FAiM.  jjgj.^  1816,  took  place  between  the  governments  of 
France,  Russia,  Austria,  Prussia,  and  England,  to 
which  the  government  of  Spain  was  an  acquiescing 
party,  whereby,  (among  other  things,)  the  French 
government  undertook  to  indemnify  (in  manner  there- 
in mentioned)  the  subjects  of  Spain  in  respect  of  the 
losses  sustained  by  them  in  consequence  of  the  inva- 
sion, of  the  Spanish  territories  by  the  French  govern- 
ment in  the  year  1808. 

That  a  convention,  bearing  date  the  26th  day  of 
April,  1818,  took  place  between  the  governments  of 
France,  Russia,  Austria,  Prussia,  and  England,  to 
which  tlie  government  of  Spain  was  also  an  acquies- 
cing party,  whereby,  in  order  to  effect  the  total  ex- 
tinction of  the  debts  contracted  by  France,  in  conse- 
quence of  the  treaties,  the  French  government  en- 
gaged to  cause  to  be  inscribed  in  the  great  book  of 
the  public  debt  of  France,  fit)m  the  date  of  the  22d 
of  March,  1818,  a.  rente  of  12,040,000yranc*,  repre- 
senting a  capital  of  240^800,000  francs  of  the  money 
of  the  kingdom  of  France :  And  it  was  by  the  con- 
vention declared  that  the  rente  to  be  created  by  virtue 
thereof,  should  be  divided  amongst  the  therein-named 
powers,  in  manner  therein  mentioned;  the  portion 
whereof  allotted  to  the  kingdom  of  Spain,  amounted 
to  the  sum  of  SbO^OOOfrancs  de  rente. 

That  although  it  appeared  by  the  convention  that 
in  consideration  of  850,000  francs  de  rente,  or 
17,000,000  capital  in  French  inscriptions,  the  French 
government  was  exonerated  from  all  claims  on  the 
part  of  the  Spanish  government  by  virtue  of  the 
treaties  ;  and  that  the  settlement  of  the  claims  of  the 
subjects  of  Spain  upoa  that  fimd,  and  the  division 
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thereof,  were  to  be  arranged  by  Spain,  by  ineans  of  1^- 
commissioners  to  be  named  for  that  purpose ;  yet  in 
point  €i  fact,  such  was  not  the  case,  in  as  much 
as,  prior  to,  and  at  the  time  (rf,  the  execution  of  the  •'^"• 
treaty  of  the  30th  of  May,  1814,  the  governments  of 
France  and  Spain  had  mutual  claims  mie  upon  the 
other  in  respect  of  many  particulars  which  are  not 
mentioned  or  piovided  for  iu  that  treaty,  which  mu*^ 
tual  claims  formed  the  sutgect  of  an  additional  article 
bearing  date  the  20th  of  July,  1814,  annexed  to  the 
last-mentioned  treaty,  and  to  which  the .  respective 
governments  of  France  and  Spain  were  fdone  parties. 
That  with  a  view  to  the  final  adjustment  of  the 
mutual  c]^ims  of  the  governments  of  France  and 
Spain^  a  secret  convention  took  place  between  the 
governments  of  France  and  SpMn,  by  which  it  was 
recited  that,  in  order  to  remove  the  difficulties  calcu^ 
lated  to  obstruct,  so  far  as  Spain  is  concerned,  the 
conclusion  of  the  general  arrangement  which  France  ia 
at  present  negotiating  with,  the  CJourte  which  signed 
the  treaty  of  the  20th  of  November,  1816,  for  the 
purpose  of  definitivdy  settling  and  egictinguishing 
the  sum  total  of  her  debts  to  the  subjects  of  the  said 
Courts,  as  well  as  to  the  Powers,  which  were  parties 
to  the  said  treaty,  and  thereupon  it  was  agreed  aa 
follows: — Art.  I.  The  sum  total  to  be  paid  by 
France  to  the  subjects  of  His  CathoUc  Majesty,  whose 
claims  aie  founded  both  on  the  treaty  and  the  addi- 
tional article  of  the  20th  of  July,  1814,  and  tlie  sti? 
pulations  of  the  convention  concluded  in  conformity 
¥fith  Article  IX.  of  the  treaty  of  the  20th  of  Novem- 
ber, 1816,  is  determined  and  fixed  at  1,860,000 
francs  de  rente  in  inscriptions  upon  the  great  book 
of  the  public  debt  of  France,  representing  a  capital 
of  37,000,000  oi  francs.  Art.  H.  In  case  the  part 
which  shall  or  may  be  assigned  to  Spain,  in  the.divi? 

VOL.    II.  D 
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1828.      810X1  to  be  made  of  the  total  gam  which  France  will 

i^^^^     bind  herself  to  the  Courts  which  signed  the  treaty  of 

ns  Kiwo  otr  '^^  ^^^  ^^  November,  1816,  to  aj^ly  to  the  pay- 

•^^"T.  meat  of  the  tlaims  of  the  subjects  of  the  Fweign 
PoMrers,  should  be  below  the  sum  stipulated  in  the 
preceding  Article,  the  Fr^ch  government  engages 
to  supply  the  means  fen*  making  up  the  differaice  and 
completing  the  sftme.  Art.  HI.  The  said  sum  of 
1^50)000  francs  de  rente  shall  be  divided  into  two 
equal  parts,  one  of  which  shall  be  paid  into  the  hands 
of  such  person  or  persons  for  that  purpose  to  be  an-*- 
thorised  by  the  Spanish  government,  upon  the  same 
terms  and  at  the  same  periods,  as  those  determined 
with  regard  to  the  payments  to  which  Prance  shall 
bind  herself  to  tiie  other  Powers ;  the  other  shall  re-> 
main  d^;x)6ited  in  the  hands  of  Commissioners  ap- 
pointed ht  that  purpose  in  equal  numbers  on  both 
sides,  and  who  shall  receive  the  interest  accumulating 
in  a  compolmd  ratio  in  favour  ci  His  Catholic  Ma- 
jesty's subjedts^  creditors  of  France,  until  such  time 
vAien  the  mixed  commission  to  be  intrusted  with  the 
investigation  and  liquidation  of  the  claims  of  His  IVfost 
duistiab  Majesty's  subjects  against  Spain,  shall  have 
termkiated  its  hbours,  and  when  His  Catholic  Ma- 
jesty shaH  have  proved  the  needful  means  for  the 
payment  of  the  said  claims.  Art.  IV.  In  order  to 
remove  all  the  obstacles  which  might  retard  the  liqui- 
dati(m  of  the  claims  of  the  subjects  of  His  Most 
Christian  Majesty  against  the  Spanish  government, 
a  special  cenvention  shall  be  concluded,  having  for 
ids  basis,  with  r^ard  to  the  various  classes  g(  the 
daims  to  be  admitted,  and  the  mode  in  which  the 
iame  are  to  be  paid,  the  stipulations  of  the  treaty, 
ted  the  addkional  article  of  the  20th  of  July,  1814, 
icnd  those  of  the  convention  of  the  20th  of  November, 
1816. 


ON  AFTOAM  AUrp  WEiro  OF  fiHROR.  36 

The  bill  Uu»  piooeeded  to  state,  thwt  in  puwiwnoe     ^^W^ 
of  the  secret  convention,  the  Respondent  appointed     boix^tt 
Don  Jwto  Jo9i  de  Machado^  (one  of  the  liege  sub*-  tp^v  kiitq  or 
jects  of  Respondent,  and  then  residing  at  Paris,  and      ''^'* 
extrcising  the  fimctiona  of  Consul  Qeneral  boat  tho 
Court  of  Spain  to  the  Court  of  Fraqce,)  the  agent  of 
the  Spanish  government,  to  receive  the  moiety  of 
(he  sum  of  1,860,000  francs  de  renie^  which  by  the 
oonvention  waa  to  be  paid  by  the  French  govemment 
into  the  hands  of  such  person  or  persons  as  might  be 
anthorised  by  die  fipanieli  government  to  receive  the 
same ;  and  that  the  French  government  had  junoe 
paid  over  to  Machado  the  whole  of  the  moirty  of  die 
sum  of  1,860,000  Jrames  de  rmie^  accordii^  to  the 
secaret  conventicm ;  and  that  Machado  had  duly  ac- 
counted for  the  same  with  the  Spanish  government 

That  after  payment  to  Maehado  of  the  moiety  of 
the  sum  of  1,860,000  Jranciy  the  remaining  moiety 
was  kft  in  the  hands  ci  the  Fr»ch  govamment  as  a 
deposit,  in  pursuance  of  the  provisions  in  the  secret 
convention,  in  ordar  that  the  same  might  be  aj^lied 
as  directed  by  the  convention ;  and  that  widi  a  view 
of  finally  srttiing  the  mutual  chums  of  the  resj^edA^ 
subjects  of  France  and  Spain,  wkh  respect  to  thiat 
fond,  on  the  30th  of  April,  1822,  a  convention  was 
concluded  between  the  governments  of  France  and 
Spain,  which  recited  that  His  Catholic  Majesty  and 
His  Most  Christian  Majesty  being  alike  animated  vrith 
the  desire  of  putting  an  end  to  the  difiiculti^  which 
have  hitherto  r^arded  the  liquidation  and  paynmt 
<^  the  daims  of  the  subjects  of  His  Most  Christian 
Majesty  against  Spain,  and  wishing,  with  a  view  to 
the  ccxnmon  benefit  of  their  respective  subjects,  to 
sd^Ue  the  ccmcem  by  a  definitive  adjustment,  had  for 
that  especial  end  and  puipose  agreed,  &c.  as  follows : — ^ 

D  2 
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1828.      Art.  1.  In  order  to  effect  the  reimbursement  and  total 
ii^^^r     extinction  of  His  Most  Christian  Majesty's  claims,  the 
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payment  of  which  is  demanded  from  His  Catholic 
iFAiw.  Majesty  in  virtue  of  the  fii-st  additional  article  of  the. 
treaty  of  the  20th  of  July,  1814,  the  sum  of  426,000 
francs  de  rente^  representing  a  principal  of  eight 
millions  and  a  half  of  francs  (8,500,000),  shall  be  de- 
ducted and  taken  by  the  French  government  from  the 
sum  which  now  lies  as  a  deposit  in  the  hands  of  the 
latter,  and  belongs  to  Spain  in  virtue  of  anterior  con- 
ventions. Art,  IL  Upcm  the  preceding  stipulation 
being  carried  into  execution.  His  Mo&ft  Christian  Ma-^ 
jesty  engages  to  discharge  and  satisfy  the  above-men- 
tioned claims  of  his  said,  subjects  upon  Spain,  -founded 
upon  the  first  additionali  article  of  the  treaty  of  the 
2()th  of  July,  1814,  and  ^  His  Catholic  Majesty  does 
thereby  remain  fully  acquitted  of  and ,  frcMn  alt  •  and 
whatsoever  His  Catholic  Majesty  owed  to  them  in 
virtue  of  the  said  article.  .  Art.  III.  Immediately 
after  the  exchange  of  the  ratifications  of  the  present 
eanventiou  :the  Fr^ich  goverament  shall  cause  pay-^ 
ment  to  be  made  into  the  hands  of  such  person  or 
persons  as  may  for  that  purpose  be  authorised  by  Hi» 
CathQlic  Majesty,  of  the  overplus  of  the  rente  which 
tl]^  said  French  government  kept  as  a  deposit,  in- 
cluding tl^  whole  amount  of  the  compound  interest 
that  has  hitherto  accrued  thereon. 

That  in  pursuance  of  the  last  mentioned  conven- 
tiop,  the  Respondent  appointed  one  Don  Jaae  No- 
guira,  who  had  been  emjdoyed  by  the  Spanish  go- 
vei*nnient  in  negotiating  the  convention,  the  agent  of 
the  Spanish  government  to  receive  the  surplus  mo- 
tioned in  Article  HI.  of  the  convention,  which  surplus, 
exclusive,  of  compound  interest,  amounted  to  a  sum 
of  103,010  francs  de  rente,  or  14,060,200  francs  in 
mscriptions. 
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That  the  Freftch  gova'niuent  shortly  after  the  ra-       ^028. 
tification  of  the  convention,  and  in  pursuance  thereof,     hullrtt 
paid  over  to  Noguiraj  by  inscribing  the  same  in  his  ^^^  ^^^^  ^^ 
name  in  the  great  book  of  the  public  debt  of  France,     •  ^'^i'- 
several  instalments  in  respect  of  the  surplus. 

That  Noguira  was  afterwards  removed  fitun  his 
appointment,  and  Machado  was  duly  appointed  his 
successor  therein,  and  that  thereupon  die  French 
government  paid  over  to  Machado  the  whole,  or  the 
greater  part  of  the  residue. of  the  surplus,  which  had 
not  been  previously  paid  over  to  Noguira^  by  in- 
scribing the  same  in  the  name  of  Mojchado  in  the 
great  book  of  the  public  debt  (^  France. 

That  Noguira^  immediately  after  his  removal  from 
his  appointment,  transferred  into  the  name  of  Ma- 
chado the  whole  of  the  instahnents  which  had  be^i 
so  inscribed  in  Noguira^  name  in  the  great  book  of 
the  public  debt  of  France. 

The  bill  then  proceeded  to  state,  that  in  the  early 
part  of  the  year  I823».a  civil  war  broke  out  in  th« 
'  kingdom  of  Spain,  and  that  in  consequence  thereof, 
Machado  J  (who  was  then  residing  at  Paris,)  some 
time  in  the  course  of  the  year  1823,  sold  xmt  and 
converted  into  money  the  whole  of  the  ftinds  which 
then  stood  inscribed  in  his  name  in  the  great  book  of 
the  public  debt  of  France,  in  pursuance  of  the  coq- 
vention,  and  quitted  France  and  came  to  England, 
having  in  his  possession,  either  in  specie  or  bills  upon 
this  country,  the  whole  or  the  greater  part  of  the 
proceeds  of  the  sale^  to  the  value  c£  600,000/.  sterling. 

That  immediately  upon  the  cessation  of  tlie  civil 
war,  with  a  view  to  secure  the  proper  application  of 
the  fimds,  a  royal  decree  was  made  and  pn»nulgated 
by  the  Respondent,  on  the  21st  of  March,  1824, 
fUrecting  the  formation  d[  boards  for  ascertaining  and 
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1%^^.      decidinj^  upon  the  chimg  of  Spanfah  mbjeets  ngtiiost 

^!^^^^    the  funds  in  questkm. 

ff Hfe  ftiHo  OF     '^^^  ^  pra^uance  of  the  decMe,  two  ptth&c  boat^, 

•TAiM.      the  one  of  them  styled  ''  Hie  Board  of  Ejtaminatioo 

and  Liquidation/'  and  the  other  of  them  styled  *^  The 

Board  of  AppeieJ/'  vftete  appointed,  and  were  both  of 

them  still  in  active  (^peradon ;  that  Sebor  Don  Brtmo 

yailarino  \va8  the  president  of  the  Board  of  Eboukd- 

nation  and  Liquidation,  and  SencMr  Don  Amelmo 

ds  mbas  president  of  the  Board  of  Af^^eal;  tiiat 

bodi  the  boards  held  their  sittings  at  Madrid ;  and 

that  all  the  members  comprising  the  respectiTe  boards 

resided  at  Madrid,  without  the  jurkdicdon  of  the 

Court  of  Chancery  in  England. 

That  shordy  after  die  promulgation  of  drt  royal 
deoree^  a  copy  was  sent  (0  MacluLdOj  by  the  order  of 
the  Respondent;  and  at  the  Same  time  an  oifidal 
dispatch  was  written  and  salt  to  MacJutdo^  by  Coimt 
jyOfalioy  thai  secretary  of  state  for  foreign  aKairs 
in  Spain,  requiring  him  to  transmit  duplicates  of  die 
oflScial  letters  wludi  he  might  hare  transmitted  to 
the  constitudcmal  government  on  the  sutgect  of  his 
agency. 

That  in  rqdy,  Madhad^  remitted  to  the  Spaidsh 
government  die  accounts  required,  by  wlttch  it  ap- 
peared^ that  he  had  received  (m  account  of  the  Spanish 
government,  by  virtue  of  the  convaition  of  the  SOdi 
o/i  April,  1822,  a  sum  of  446,403  francs  dererOe ; 
akid  that  he  had  broug|ht  oret  to  Eogland,  mtd  Omi 
had  in  his  possession,  the  piroceeds  thereof  either  in 
specie  or  bills,  amounting  to  the  sum  ol  600,000/. 
sterling. 

That  on  the  16di  of  June,  1824,  the  Count  D'Cfa- 
Ka  wrote  and  sent  another  official  letter  to  MttchadOy 
signifying  that  the  boards  chaiged  with  the  adjndi- 
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catioii  and  distribiitioR  of  the  funds  fi3r  the  mdemni-      1^28. 
fication  of  the  parties  interested  therein,  being  created,     ^tjum 
the  fends  must  consequently  be  at  the  immediate  dis- 
pond  of  the  boards,  subject  to  the  necessary  guarantee      '^Aiii 
and  security  on  behalf  of  the  creditors. 

That  Machado,  on  the  11th  of  June,  18^4,  wrote 
and  sent  to  Count  D'Cfalia^  a  letter,  stating  that  he 
aeted  under  an  impression  of  the  fimds  in  question 
being  the  property  of  the  parties  concerned  in  the 
claims;  and  that  he  should  be  ready  to  pay  thereout 
eaeh  claims  as  the  boards  might  recognise  as  legal, 
and  definitively  liquidated^  conformably  to  the  treaties. 

That  on  the  19th  of  July,  1824,  r  letter  was  writ- 
ten and  sent  to  Machado  by  Don  Brtmo  VaUarino 
and  Dmi  Anselmo  de  Riba$9  wherdby  they  directed 
Machado  to  deposit  the  fends  then  r^naining  in  his 
hands  in  a  public  bank  in  England^  at  the  disposal  of 
ihe  boards,  as  the  representatives  oi  the  ci^itors, 
and  for  the  liquidation  ot  their  claims,  inasmuch  as  it 
would  be  attended  widi  the  advantage  of  producing 
to  the  general  body  of  creditors  an  aimual  interest, 
which  would  increase  the  original  fends  for  their  be- 
nefit, and  the  fends  would  remain  invested  with  all 
due  security. 

That  on  the  26th  of  Novemba*,  1824,  Machado 
wiote  aad  sent  to  Senors  Don  Bruno  Fallarinoj  and 
D»n  Ansdmo  de  RibaSy  a  letter,  whereby  Machado 
fromised  to  depoelh;  the  balance  of  the  monies  th^ 
in  his  hands  on  account  of  the  Spanish  govjemoi^t 
Rafter  deducting  the  expenses  he  had  incurred)  jn 
the  Bank  of  England,  at  the  disposal  of  the  boards, 
as  the  representatives  of  the  creditors,  and  for  the 
liquidation  of  dieir  claims;  and  that  the  letter  of 
Machado  contained  the  passage  following — ^'  I  deem 
**  it  mcumbent  on  me  to  observe  to  you,  that  it  ap- 
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1828.       <«  pears  to  me  highly  expedient,  that  no  time  should 
nijLLETT     *'  be  lost  in  proceeding  to  a  definitive  settlemait  of 
THE  KivQ  OF  "  ^^^^  point,  because,  should  the  English  subjects, 
■PAiv.      ««  yf\iQ  ajpg  or  conceive  themselves  creditors  erf  our 
^*  government,  on  any  grounds  or  account  whatso- 
^^  ever,  (and  they  are  by  no  means  inconsideltdble  in 
**  point  of  number,)  happen  to  discover  the  Existence 
**  of 'the  funds,  it  is  much  to  be  feared  that  they  will 
^*  resort  to  all  possible  judicial  measures  for  the  pur- 
**  pose  of  paralyzing  them,  and  whilst  their  claims 
**  are  in  a  course  of  discussion  and  decision  before 
•*^  these  Courts,  which  will  not  only  occupy  a  consi- 
*^  derable  period  of  time,  but  also  be  attended  by  a 
"  very  heavy  expense,  the  Spanish  parties  and  1^- 
•*  timate  owners  of  the  funds  will  be  deprived  of  the 
**  enjoyment  of  their  property,  if  not  totally  lose  it/' 
-    That  Don  Anselmo  de  Ribas  and  I>on  Bruno 
'  Vallarino  thereupon  wrote  and  sent  a  letter  to  Ma- 
chadoj  whereby  they  directed  him  immediately  to 
'  deposit  in  the  Bank  of  England  the  resulting  balance 
of  the  monies  in  his  hands,  then  belonging  to  the 
Spanish  government,  placing  it  at  the  disposal  of  the 
boards,  as  the  representatives  of  the  creditors,  and  for 
the  liquidation  of  their  claims. 
^     The  bill  then  proceeded  to  state,  that  Mackado  did 
not,  as  required,  deposit  the  balance ;  and  that  with- 
out the  knowledge   of  the  boards,  or  of  the  Re- 
spondent, and  in  direct  breach^  of  his  duty  as  agent 
of  the  Spanish  government,  some  time  in  the  month 
of  (December,  1824,  he  deposited  with  the  Appellants 
'200,000/.  sterling,  bring  part  of  the  proceeds  of  the 
funds  received  by  him  by  virtue  of  the  convention 
of  the  30th  of  April,  1822 ;  and  that  the  Appellants 
had  not,  at  the  time  when  the  monies  were  so  depo- 
sited with  tliem,  and  had  not  then,  and  never  had. 
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any  just  claims  wliatsoeyer  either  upon  the  said      ^^% 
monies,  or  upon  the  funds  received  by  Machado  by     HVLLivr 
virtue  of  the  convention  of  the  30th  of  April,  1822, 
or  upon  the  Spanish  government  in  respect  thereof. . 

liiat  the  Appellants  had  then,  or  ought  to  have,  in 
their  custody,  possession,  or  power,  the  monies  40 
deposited  with  them ;  and  that  the  said  monies  then, 
according  to  the  laws  and  con^ution  of  Spain, 
justly  and  of  right  belonged  to  the  Respondent^  as 
the  head  and  sovereign  ruler  of  the  Spanish  govern- 
ment, to  be  applied  by  the  Respondent,  as  such  head 
and  sovereign  ruler,  according  to  the  provisions  <  lor 
that  purpose  contained  in  the  treaties  of  the  30th  of 
May,  1814,  and  the  20th  of  November,  1816 ;  and 
that  the  Respondent  had  by  his  agents  applied  to  th^ 
Appellants,  and  requested  them  to  furnish  the  Re- 
spondent with  an  account  of  the  monies  which  were 
so  deposited  with  them,  and  of  their  application 
thereof,  and  to  pay  over  the  amount  thereci^  to  the 
Respondent,  or  his  agents,  in  order  that  the  same, 
when  so  received,  might  be  applied  according  to  t)i^ 
provisions  contained  in  the  treaties. 

The  bill  also  contained  charges  that  the  Appellants 
admitted  that  Machado  had  paid  over  to  them  part 
of  the  funds  :  that  the  whole  of  the  funds  delivered 
by  Machado  belonged  to  the  Respondent,  to  be  diir 
tributed  by  him  pursuant  to  the  treaties :  that  JlfacAacf(^ 
in  November,  1823,  inserted  a  paragraph  in  a  public 
newspaper  cail^  Le  Constityiionnety  denying  as&f^j^- 
tions  of  his  having,  placed  theiundsatttl^  djjsposi^  gjf 
the  constitutional  goverqment,  an(l^ stating  ,t|iajt,,tj^ 
funds  belonged  to  the  claimants  under  the  treaties.,  ^.. . 

The  bill  further  charged,  that  the  several  boards 
of  examination  and  liquidation,  and  of  appeal,  were 
then  still  subsisting/  and  actively  engaged  in  the  ex* 
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1B38.       arnimtk)!!  of  the  claims  of  thfe  subjectB  of  Spain, 

movLvn     founded  cm  the  several  treaties,  upon   the   funds 

THt  Kiiro  •r  ^hich  the  government  of  France  contracted  to  pay  to 

*^^^'      the  Spanish  government  by  the  ocmvention  of  the 

SOtii  of  A{Mil^  1822,  but  that  none  of  such  daims  had 

been  then  definitivdy  liquidated  and  allowed ;  that 

the  Af^Uants  had  not,  and  no  one  could  have  any 

claims  upon  die  fonds,  unless  the  same  were  grounded 

upon  the  treaties ;  that  such  claims  were  altogether 

of  an  equitable  nature,  and  could  not  be  property  de^ 

termined  except  in  a  Court  c^  Equity,  if  any  court 

of  justice  in  England  could  take  cognizance  thereof. 

That  the  Appellants  alleged,  that  the  monies  were 
deposited  with  them,  by  Machado  as  the  agent  and 
in  the  name  and  on  the  behalf  of  one  Achilles  de 
Pereira ;  whereas  Pereira  had  not  then,  nor  ever 
faftd,  any  claiiM  whatsoever  upon  the  m(Hiies,  and 
that  Achilles  de  Pereira  was  at  that  time,  and  had 
ever  since  been,  and  then  was,  the  secretary  of 
Met^adOj  and  that  the  monies  were  so  deposited 
in  the  name  of  Pereira^  solely  for  the  purpose  of 
preventing  any  attadimeut  or  other  kgal  process. 

That  Pereira  was  then  residing  in  the  Netherlands 
Ifrith  Maehado,  beyond  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Court; 
that  the  Appellants  had  never  disposed  of  any  part  of 
Ihe  monies  deposited  with  thep^  except  under  tfie 
express  direction  of  Maehado,  and  had  always  ac^ 
Icnowledged  themselves  to  be  the  holders  of  the  monies 
merdly  as  the  trustees  and  agents  of  Maehado ;  that 
in  "tiie  month  of  January,  1826,  they  delivered  an  ac- 
count to  MachadOj  containing  a  statement  of  the 
payments  made  by  them  on  account  of  Machado^ 
out  of  the  monies  so  deposited  witli  them,  and  also  an 
account  of  all  the  monies  so  deposited,  making  a  ba- 
lance of  100,000/.  ir  favour  of  Machado,  which  ba- 
lance the  Appellants  then  had  in  their  hands. 


9. 
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Thit  the  fends  Were  in  great  dinger  of  being      ^^^ 
wkMy  wasted  and  lo0t»  unless  the  same  sliould  be     wllitt 
immediatdy  (»tieied  to  be  paid  into  the  Bank  of  Eng'^ 
land,  in  trust  in  the  cause. 

That  the  monies^  were  deposited  in  pursuance  of 
a  fianduient  concert^  between  Machado  and  the  Af^ 
pdbuxts^  and  for  the  purpoae  of  withdrawing  the 
fiunb  from  the  claknantSt  who  might  ultimately  be 
decbred  entitled  thereto:  that  when  the  monies  weie 
deposited  with  them  they  well  knewi  or  suspected^  that 
(he  same  were  not  (he  proper  monies  ci  Maehado^ 
hot  that  they  were  actually  part  of  the  proceeds  of 
die  funds  so  received  by  Machado^  by  virtue  of  the 
convention  of  30th  (rf*  April,  1822,  and  then  actually 
bdonged  to  the  Spanish  government,  to  be  applied 
hf  (hat  government  in  manner  therduabefore  men- 
tioned ;  that  Machado  had  no  right  or  authority 
whatsoever  to  (kposit  with  them  any  part  of  the  pro^ 
ceeds  of  the  funds;  and  duitin  so  doings  Maohado 
was  committing  a  direct  breach  of  trust. 

The  bill  also  charged  (hat  Maehado  was  without 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  Goort^  but  intended  shortly 
to  retum  to  EngUnd,  and  to  commence  legal  pro- 
oeediags  against  the  Appellants,  for  the  purpose  of 
reooverwg  from  them  the  monies  deposited  with  ihem» 
and  thereupon  to  apply  the  same  to  his  own  use : 
That  the  Appellants  threatened  and  intended  to  apply 
themonies  to  then*  own  use :  That  the  monies  oi:^t 
Ibrthwith  to  foe  paid  into  the  JBank  of  Ei^laad  for 
safe  custody,  for  the  benefit  of  all  parties  who  should 
be  deckred  ultimately  to  be  entitled  thereto,  (xc  other- 
wise that  the  same  ought  forthwith  to  be  paid  ova:  to 
die  Bespondent,  or  his  agents :  waA  Uiat  (he  Appel- 
lants ought  in  the  ipeantime  to  be  restrained  by  injtno^ 
tion  frtim  disposing  of  the  moniest  otherwise  than 
under  the  direction  of  the  Court. 
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182a  The  bill .  finally  chained,  that  Metckado )  atid  the 

HULLETT     Appellants  then  had:  in  their  custody,  &c.,  accounts, 
THE  kTmo  op  ^'^  which  they  refused  to  produce*  t 

bpaik;         The  prayer  was,  that  the  Appellants,  and  Machado^ 
when  he  canrc  within  the  jurisdiction,  mi^t  answer 
the  matters  of  the  bill ;  and  that  an  account  might  be 
taken  of  ail  the  money  which  had  been  deposited  with 
the  Appellants  by  Machado^  &c.,  and  that  the  amount 
thereof  might  be  ascertained,  and  paid  over  by  the 
Appellants  to  the  Respondent,  or  his  agaits,  or  other- 
wise that  the  Appellants  might  be  ordered  forthwith 
to  pay  tlie  same  into  the  Bank  of  England,  in  trust 
in   the  cause  ;    and  that  Machado   might  in  the 
meantime  be  restrained,  by  injunction,  from  com- 
menciug  or  prosecuting  any  action,  or  taking  any  steps 
against  the  Appellants,  for  the  purpose  of  obtaining 
re^yment  of  the   monies    deposited  with  them  ; 
that  the  Appellants  might  also  be  restrained  from  pay- 
mgover  tlie  monies  to.  Machado^  or  parting  with  the 
same,   without  the.  direction    of  the  Court ;    that 
the  Af^ellants  might  set  forth  the  claims  (if  any) 
which  they  had  upon  the  noonies  deposited  with  them, 
or  upon  iiie  funds  received  by  Machado^  by  virtue 
of  the  convention  of  the  30th  day  of  April,  1822, 
and  the  particulars  thereof,  and  how  they  make  out 
the  same ;  and  that  the  said  claims  might  be  disposed 
of  by  the  Court. 

-  Process  to  appear  to  and  answer  the  bill  wafii 
prayed  against  the  Appdlants,  and  Machado  when 
K^  should  come  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Court. 
The  Appiellants  appeared  to  the  bill,  and  On  die 
Slstday  of  January,  18^,  filed  a  Demurrer,  and  for 
cause  of  Demurrer  shewed,  that  the  Respondent  had 
not  by  his  bill  made  such  a  case  as  entitled  him  in  a 
Court  of  Equity  to  any  relief  against  the  Appellants, 
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or  either  of  them:  and  for  further  cajise  of  ^Demunrer      ^^^^ 
they  showed,  that  the  Resp(»ident  had  nOt  uiad0     hullbtt 
Achilles  de  Per^tra  a  party  thereto,  nor  ptayed  pt^T^iB  ^^^  ^ 
cess  against  him ;  neither  had  the  Respondent ;  madet     •'^'''' ' 
parties  to  the  bill,  hot  prayed  process  against  any  ol?; 
all  of  the  persons  who,  according  to  the;staitements ini 
the  bill,  had  Or  were  entitled  to  cllum  a- beneficial  in-, 
terest'  in  the  monies  in  the  bill  mentioned^  or  sott)e  piurtr 

.  .The  Demui*rer  came  (Hi  to  be  argued  on  the  22d: 
of  March,  1828?  before  the .  L(»d  ChanceUor^  wheil) 
it  was  ordered  atd  adjudged  that  the  Demurrer  $hpuld» 
be.  over-rqled,  and  that  the  Appellants  should  haVe, 
a  niotith's  time  to  put  in  their  answer.  ..'  r 

Frotn  this  order  the  appeal  waa  presented,  .  ,\ 

F(^  the  Appellants.— -JIfr.  Pepys  and  Mr^  RusseU. 

For  the  Respondents.-^7%e^/<or^e^  Genera/ ao4i  . 
Mr.  Home.  , - 


For  the  Appellant.  ,    j 

It  has  never  been  held,  that  a  Foreign  Sove- 
reign can  sue  in  Courts  of  Equity  in.  England; 
and  according  to  the  principles:  c^ ;  such  .Com'ts^: 
sudh  a  plaintiff  ought,  not  to  be  allowed  to  su^, 
therein,  inasmuch  as  by  no  possibility  can  prae^a^ 
be  issued  with  effect,  or  equity  done,  or. a. decree 
enforced  against  him.  The  pretended. ;rightsv  X]^ 
which  the  Plamtiff  in  this  bill  relies,  are  rights  whjclii 
he  claims  merely  by  virtue  of  his  prerogative  as  King; 
of  Spain;  and  it  is  not  according  to  the  |aw  /Oir 
constitution  of  England,  that  an  English  Coiul:  of 
E(juity  should  be  made  instrumental  in  enforcing^in 
England  the  prerogative  of  a  Foreign  Sovereign  • 
The  pretended  right  of  the  King  of  Spain  to  the  mo«^ 
nies  sought  to  be  recovered  by  the  bill  arises  otit  of 
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ins.      a  treaty  with  FVuco,  which  wms  inconsistent  with 

BULLBTT     the  existing  relations  between  each  of  those  countries 

mm  K»e  op  ^^  ^^  Miycsty  the   King  of  this  country.     An 

•PAiM.  English  CoDurt  of  Equity,  therefore,  will  not  lend  its 
aid  to  enforce  any  such  pretended  r^t.  lUs  is  a 
bill  in  Equity,  according  to  the  statement  of  whidi 
not  one  of  the  parties  before  the  Court  has  any  r^t 
to  the  beneficial  enjoymoit  of  the  property  whidi  is 
the  subject  of  the  suit,  and  no  decree  could  be  made 
upon  it,  which  would  do  complete  justice.  The  bill 
does  not  bring  before  the  Court  all  the  parties  inter- 
ested in  the  matters  of  the  suit,  and  in  the  questions 
raised  by  the  statement  in  the  bill,  nor  any  persons 
who  represent  those  parties  or  their  intereerts.  AohiU 
len  de  Pereira  is  not  made  a  party  to  the  suit,  though 
the  bill  states,  that  the  monies  of  which  the  plaintiff 
seeks  to  obtain  possession,  were  paid  to  or  d^xxited  with 
these  appellants  in  the  name  of  AoMttes  de  Pereira.* 


In  the  course  of  the  aigument  the  Lord  Chancellor 
made  the  following  observations. 

tr&e  Lard  Chancellor. — ^The  treaty  on  the  sub- 
ject ci  the  claims  of  French  subjects,  creditors  of 
Spain,  says  that  the  sum  of  one  million  eight  hundred 
and  fifty  tiiousand  francs  de  rente  to  be  received, 
shall  be  divided  into  two  equal  parts,  one  of  which 
shall  be  placed  in  the  hands  of  persons  appointed  by 
the  Spanish  government  to  receive  it,  and  the  other 
is  to  remain  in  France,  and  is  to  be  deposited  there 
for  the  purpose  of  meeting  the  claims  which  the  sub- 
jects of  France  have  on  the  government  of  Spain. 

Half  of  the  fund  was  to  remain  as  a  species  of  secu- 

*  The  Jadgment  was  given  at  the  close  of  the  argument  for  the 
Appcttaat  Such  parts  of  that  argument  as  are  not  stated  ahove,  are 
ineorpo  rated  in  the  obserrttions  made  by  the  ChanceUor  during  the 
Argument 
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rity  to  the  French  govemmeiit,  that  the  Spanidi      ^^98. 
government  would  pay  the  claims  of  the  French  sub-     bitixrt 
jects  on  the  Spanish  government    Half  of  the  entire  „,  ^^  ^, 
sum  stipulated  by  the  convention  vras  to  remain  in       *'^>*- 
deposit  as  a  security  for  the  purpose  of  guarding^ 
agpunst  any  defiiult  on  the  part  of  the  Spanish  go- 
vernment, with  respect  to  any  claims  of  the  French 
sulyects  under  that  commissicm.    It  was  divided  by 
agreement  between  the  governments. 

It  has  been  argued*  that  political  reasons  might 
have  rendered  it  necessary  to  recognise  the  right  of 
some  other  sov^ieign ;  and  a  case  has  been  supposed,  of 
a  bill  filed  when  the  French  were  in  possession  of 
Spain,  by  the  individual  who  exercised  the  authority 
over  Spain,  at  that  time;  the  individual  who  here 
aj^pears  as  die  Plaintiflr,  asserting  his  title  as  King 
of  Spain,  being  no  doubt  deposed  from  his  throne  by 
power,  not  by  right ;  his  lather  then  hving,  and  daim* 
ing  the  thnme  against  the  person  in  possession,  and  his 
MQ  against  both :  as  to  this  and  the  objection  that 
the  title  (d  Ferdinand  may  be  disputable,  it  is  ad- 
mitted upcaoi  the  record  that  he  is  the  King  and  so* 
vere^  nder  of  Spain. 

That  a  King  is  entitled  to  sue  as  a  IGng  cannot 
be  disputed.  As  a  suitor  he  submits  himself  to  die 
jurisdiction  of  the  Court,  otherwise  it  might  be  an  ob* 
jection  that  you  could  not  control  him.  But  i£  he 
comes  here  as  a  suitor,  he  submits  himself  to  the  juris- 
diction. Has  not  the  sovereign  power  of  another 
country  the  aunmon  privilege  of  mankind  I  Do  you 
say  that  by  the  law  of  nations  he  is  dq>nTed  of  that 
privilege  being  the  King  of  Spaifi? 

As  to  the  doctrine  in  Bwrclay  v.  /2te«fe22,f 
ace  there  not  some  opinions  pronounced  in  some  of 

•  By  Mr.  Fepyt.        f  8  Ves.  481.  See  tbe  note  Hi  p  58. 
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1^.  the  cases*  by  Lord  Eklon  on  the  dictum  of  IA)rd  Ross- 
lyn  in  the  Judgment  given  in  that  case. 

As  to  the  objection   that  the   cestui  que  trusts 

»R4iii.  are  not  parties,  it  does  not  appear  that  any  of  the 
claims  are  ascertained,  and  all  the  claimants  are 
abroad ;  it  does  not  appear  that  any  of  the  claitns  are 
yet  substantiated. 

Do  you  mean  to  say,  that  the  King  of  Spain  is 
not  entitled  to  take  money  out  of  the  hands  of 
his  own  agent',  having  by  his  authority  received 
the  money  from  the  French  government  'J-^It  is 
allied  by  the  bill,  that  the  person  appointed  to  re- 
ceive this  money,  was  the  agent  of  the  King  of  Spain, 
and  we  must  tieJ^e  it  as  a  fact.  Whose  agent  was  he, 
if  not  the  ag^t  of  the  King  of  Spain  % 

The  French  government  expressly  stipulated,  that 
they  will  pay  the  money  into  the  hands  of  such  per- 
son as  shall  be'  named  by  the  King  of  Spain.  The 
King  of  Spain  appoints  Machddo  as  his  agent,  and  by 
virtue  of  that  agency  and  appointment,  the  French 
government  allow  him  to  inscribe  the  rentes  in  his 
name,  and  he  is  allowed  to  act  as  the  agent  of  the 
King  of  Spain.  Only  consider  it.  An  arrangement  is 
entered  into^  not  between  the  subjects  of  Spain,  cre- 
ditors of  France,  and  the  French  government,  but  the 
King  of  Spain  and  the  King  of  France,  which  ulti- 
mately the  subjects  of  the  King  of  Spain  were  to  have 
the  benefit  of,  but  the  acting  parties  were  the  head 
of  the  respective  governments. 

^Why  are  we  to  assume  cm  this  record  that  the 
King  of  Spiain  is  suing  for  the  purpose  of  destroying 
the  right :  we  are  rather  to  assume  that  he  is  suing  to 
establish  the  right.  Machado  takes  possession  of  this 
money  and  gets  out  of  the  reach  of  the  King  of  Spain 

♦  See  Dolder  v.  Lord  Huntingfield,  .11  Ves.  283.  : 
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and  the  creditors.    You  will  find,  taking  the  whole  of     1828. 
the  record  as  it  stands,  the  transaction  is  this ;  the    hui^lbtt 
government  of  France  contracts  with  the  government  ^„  ^^^^  ^^ 
oi  Spain,  to  pay  the  government  of  Spain  a  sum  of     "^** 
money  which  is  to  be  eventually  distributed  amcHig 
certain  persons  who  are  the  subjects  of  Spain,  who 
liave  sustained  losses  and  injuries  in  consequence  of 
the  invasion  by  France,  of  Spain.    By  that  treaty  be^ 
tweea  France  and  Spain,  the  King  of  Spain  is  the 
party  to  see  the  money  properiy  applied ;  he  is  the  party 
to  see  to  its  application.    These  very  tribunals  which 
are  establidied  finr  the  investigation  and  liquidation  of 
these  claims  are  tribunals  established  by  the  vnll  and 
arbitrary  act  of  the  King  of  Spain.     He  it  is  vdio 
establishes  the  tribunal  of  liquidation.    He  it  is  who 
establishes  the  court  of  appeal.    They  were  not  exist- 
ing tribunals ;  they  are  tribunals  established  by  him 
and  under  his  authority.    He  is  to  see,  as  the  govern- 
ing power  ci  that  country,  to  the  application  of  these 
funds.    In  the  mean  time  these  individuals  under  his 
authority  get  possession  of  the  funds  as  agents.    Then 
is  not  the  King  of  Spain  (provided  a  king  can  sue  in 
our  municipal  courts)  is  he  not  entitled  to  come  here 
and  sue  for  the  money  so  obtainedl 

As  to  the  objection  that  two  of  the  parties  to  the  gene- 
ral treaty  had  no  right  to  alter  that  treaty  by  a  private 
convention,  to  the  prejudice  ci  the  parties  beneficially 
intitled  under  the  general  treaty,  the  question  is,  what 
construction  a  court  oi  law  would  put  on  the  treaties 
taken  together,  and  not  merely  on  particular  passages. 
The  government  of  France  having  a  counter  claiJDi 
against  the  government  of  Spain,  by  the  treaty  of 
1815  say  to  the  government  of  Spain,  although  I 
agree  to  pay  you  this  sum,  I  shall  keep  it  in  deposit  as 
a  security  for  the  liquidation  oi  the  claims  of  my  sub- 
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1828.  jecis  on  you;  and  the  moment  you  liquidate  those 
HULLBTT  claims,  the  funds  shall  be  handed  over  to  you,  and  in 
order  to  prevent  the  delay  and  inconvenience  that 
might  be  occasioned  by  the  investigation  of  those 
claims  which  France  had  on  Spain,  it  is  at  last  agreed 
•liiat  France  should  take  upon  herself  the  liquidatioB 
of  those  particular  claims,  and  that  the  residue  of  the 
money  should  be  at  once  paid  over  to  Spain.  There 
is  first  a  general  treaty  to  indemnify ;  then  comes 
this  private  treaty,  in  which  they  agree  between  them- 
selves whatever  may  be  the  amount  of  the  claims 
arising  upon  the  public  treaties  that  this  particular 
arrangement  should  take  place  between  these  two 
powers.  Then  comes  the  treaty  of  the  21st  of  April, 
1818,.  by  which  860^000  francs  de  rente,  were  allot- 
ted to  Spain ;  but  Spain  had  in  the  mean  time  provid- 
ed, in  a  secret  treaty  with  France,  for  a  different  sum. 
Supposing  the  private  treaty  to  be  in  contravention 
of  the  public  treaty,  do  you  mean  to  say  that  would 
apply  to  a  question  between  the  King  of  Spain  and 
his  own  agent,  having  received  money  under  that 
'  treaty  1  is  that  a  defence  which  the  agent  could  set  up  ? 
I  am  not  quite  sure  that  the  transaction  was  not  in  aH 
other  respects  free  from  all  objection.  There  were 
counter  claims ;  they  agree  that  the  claims  which  the 
Spanbh  government  have  on  France  shall  amount 
to  so  much,  on  the  other  hand  you  have  a  counter 
claim  on  Spain;  the  question  would  be  whether  the 
860,000  francs  appKed  only  to  the  claims  on  the  one 
side,  or  the  balance  of  account  between  the  parties. 
If  it  was  to  be  applied  to  the  balance  of  account,  it 
was  quite  unnecessary  to  ascertain  it. 

Jane  18tb.         The  Lard  Chancellor  *— It  is  argued  that  the  pri- 

♦  The  followiDg  observations  were  made  during  Mr,  RusseU*s 
trgument. 
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Vate  treaty  was  a  fraud  upon  the  parties  to  the  public  1^®* 
treaty,  and  the  parties  materially  interested  in  it :  but  hullbtt 
it  appears  that  the  fund  of  850^000  francs  de  rente  y^E 
was  stipulated  by  the  public  treaty  for  particular  ob- 
jects, and  for  particular  claims ;  and  it  is  with  reference* 
to  those  mutual  claims  not  provided  for  in  that  treaty, 
that  the  two  powers  came  to  an  agreement  that  these 
mutual  claims  not  included  in  the  sum  stipulated  by 
the  general  treaty,  should  be  r^ulated  and  fixed  at  a 
certain  amount.  What  is  there  fraudulent  in  that  1 
There  were  other  claims  not  included  in  the  original 
treaty  which  led  to  the  alteration  of  the  sum,  which  is 
provided  for  by  the  secret  treaty ;  that  there .  were 
mutual  clahns  not  included  in  die  other  treaty,  must 
be  taken  as  a  matter  of  fact  on  this  record,  that  is  a 
ground  therefore  for  the  treaty  regulating  the  sum  at 
an  amount  different  from  that  which  is  contained  in 
the  general  treaty.  What  is  there  fraudulent  in  that, 
even  supposing  that  we  could  enter  into  the  question 
upon  this  record,  and  with  reference  to  this  subject? 
Suppose  it  had  been  a  transaction  between  private 
parties,  what  is  there  fraudulent  in  it  "l  It  has  refe- 
j^nce  to  particular  objects.  The  record  states  what 
must  be  taken  as  a  fact  on  the  demurrer,  that  there 
were  other  claims.  By  your  demurrer  you  admit  this 
statement  to  be  correct,  that  there  were  mutual  claims 
one  (Ml  the  other,  in  respect  of  many  particulars  not 
ntientioned  or  provided  for  in  that  treaty ;  how  then 
can  you  say  it  is  a  fraud?  A  certain  sum  remains 
as  a  deposit  in  France,  and  an  agreement  was  come 
to  betwemi  the  King  of  Spain  and  the  King  of  France ; 
with  respect  to  the  sum  so  in  deposit,  and  the  French 
government  in  consideration  of  being  allowed  to 
take  to  their  Own  use  a  certain  part  of  that  sum, 
agreed  to  pay  over  the  rest  to  sudi  p^^onsas  should 
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1826.      be  nominated  by  the  King  of  Sj)ain  to  receive  il. 
tivLLrtr     The  King  of  Spain  Dominates  Machadoj  and  be 
Ttit  KiHo  ttr  r^eiyes  it ;  and  Uien  he  says  he  is  not  aecowitable 
SPAIN,     to  tbe  Khig  of  Spain. 

The  whole  transaction  shoivs  that  the  boards  as 
they  are  called,  can  have  no  prc^ierty  in  the  frnxL 
They  are  merely  boards  Of  bquidation,  a  spedes  of 
tribunal  established  for  the  purpose  of  ascertaining 
the  ainount  of  the  claims ;  they  have  no  intoiest  kk  the 
property ;  they  were  merely  acting  judicially. 

The  effect  of  the  letters  is  nothing  mwe  than  an 
admission  on  his  part,  that  he  is  in  possession  of  the 
fund.  It  is  an  admission  on  the  part  of  Machadoy 
diat  he  got  possession,  (as  appears  also  by  the  reocnnd,) 
tinder  the  authority  of  the  King  of  Spain,  The  Only 
contractors  in  these  treaties  are  the  governments  of 
the  two  counties.  Whatever  the  subjects  take,  they 
take  by  virtue  of  the  ti-eaties  entered  into  by  these 
governments.  The  subjects  have  nothing  to  do  with 
it ;  the  governments  are  parties  to  the  ti*eaties,  and 
they  are  entitled  in  the  first  instance  to  the  money; 
there  is  no  such  thing  as  a  treaty  betweai  the  govem- 
m^ats  of  one  state,  and  tlie  subjects  of  another  state. 
It  is  the  money  of  Ferdinand,  in  the  first  instance  he 
has  the  control  over  it,  it  is  he  who  is  the  contracting 
party.  It  is  his  duty  as  the  King  of  Spain^  to  disr- 
tribute  it  to  the  subjects.  We  cannot  assume  that  Jbe 
will  not  so  distribute  it,  we  have  nothing  to  do  with 
that  questicm.  We  cannot  assume  that  Ferdinand, 
when  he  is  in  possession  of  the  money:,  will  not  dis" 
tribute  it,  according  to  the  spirit  of  the  treaty.  .  In 
feet  he  has  established  tribunals  for  that  purpose ;  but 
we  cannot  enter  into  that  question  at  all.  It  is  money 
belonging  to  Ferdinand  under  that  treaty,  received 
by  Machado  by  the  authority  given  to  him  by  Ferdir 
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niuid,  and  he  is  accountable  to  Ferdinand  for  it,       l^^- 
whether  it  is,  or  is  not  his  property.  hullvit 

As  to  the  case  of  Mendizabel  v.  Machado^  ^^  m^  mo  or 
differ^it  from  this  case.  There  Macfuxdo  being  in  »^"- 
possession  ctf  this  money,  s<Mne  bills  were  drawn  upon 
him  by  MendiMbelt  and  the  money  was  under  those 
brtis  to  be  applied  io  some  objects,  foreign  to  the 
treaties  and  the  trust.  The  decision  rested  upon  the 
misapplication  of  the  fonds.  In  this  case  it  appears 
that  there  are  tribunals  established  for  the  purpose  oS. 
liquidating  the  claims,  arising  under  the  treaties.  That 
iibeate  are  tribunals  appears  on  the  record,  and  the 
claims  are  in  a  train  of  settlement 

It  has  been  asserted  that  no  case  has  occurred,  in 
which  ft  sovereign  was  permitted  to  sue  in  the  muni- 
cipal courts  of  England.  Can  no  case  be  found  in 
whiqh  tlie  King  of  Spam  has  sued  at  law  1  What 
is  that  case  in  RoUe's  reports,^  where  he  was  direct- 
ed to  bring  an  action  of  trover,  and  he  did  so  ?  In 
another  case  there  was  a  bill  filed  by  the  Ambassa-* 

*  The  case  is  mentioned  in  Rqlle's  abridgement,  Tit  Court 
de  Admiraltie,  E.  3.  lis  (the  Court  of  Admiralty)  ne  poient  tener 
plea  d*nn  suit  per  le  Roy  de  SpainOy.pur  succider  de  Brasill  bois 
en  BrasiUa  pur  ceo  que  est  sur  le  terre,  Hill.  12.  Ja.  B.  R.  enter 
le  Soy  de  Etpaigne  et  Pountes  resplve  et  prohibition  graunt 
eC  ceo  ^pres.trie  al  common  loy  en  un  trover  et  conversion*  See 
23abt.d^ 

Ip  RoUe's  Reports,  p.  133,  the  case  is  again  mentioned. 

■Where  after  reciting  the  application  for  and  the  granting  of 
the  .prohibition,  the  report  goes  on  thus ; — P.  13.  Ja.  le  Court 
fiit  de  mesme  Popinion,  mes  tonus  per  Coke  et  Doderidge  que 
.rCmbassador  puisspit  aver  action  pur  ceo  en  cest  court  et  al 
ai^ter  joi^r  le  Counsell  del  Embassador  vient  en  Court,  et  dit  que 
11  voilt  surcesser  son  suite,  en, PAdmirall  Court  et  port  action  icy, 
per  que  fut  order  per  Curiam  per  consent  des  parties  accordant 
et  issint  nul  prohibition  grant  et  puis  le  Rqy  de  .Spaine  port 
action  vers  luy  en  B.  R.    See  Bulst.  322,  s.  c. 
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1828.       dor  of  the  King  6f  Spain,  but  the  bill  was  dismJBsed 
HuixETT     on  the  ground  that  it  ought  to  have  been  filed  by  the 
King  of  Spain.* 

Suppose  the  King  of  Spain  were  to  send  jewels  to 
be  set  to  Messrs.  Rundell  and  Bridge,  and  the  jewellers 
were  not  to  deliver  them  up  to  the  King,  do  you  mean 
to  say  that  the  courts  of  the  country  could  not  inter- 
fere ?  that  the  King  of  Spain  could  not  recover  the 
jewels  "i  do  you  think  there  would  be  no  redress  in  a 
case  of  that  kind  1 

The  action  was  not  by  the  Ambassador.  How  can 
an  Ambassador  bring  an  action  at  law  ?  the  party 
was  never  in  possession  of  the  property.  If  you  lode 
at  the  reports  in  Rolle's,  Bulstrode,  and  RoUe's  Abridg- 
ment, you  will  see  in  some  places  it  is  intitled  the 

*  See  the  Spanish  Ambassador  v.  Bingiey^  Hob.  113.  The 
bill  was  filed  in  Chancery  by  the  Spanish  Ambassador,  as 
Plaintiff  suing  for  all  the  King  of  Spain's  subjects,  for  the  re« 
covery  of  goods  which  were  stated  to  belong  to  such  subjects 
generally,  and  not  to  any  individuals  named.  To  this  bill  a 
demurrer  was  filed ;  and  the  matter  was  referred  by  the  Lord 
Chancellor  to  the  Judges  of  the  Common  Pleas,  who  thought  that 
the  Ambassador  ought  not  to  be  answered.  Th&case  was  after- 
wards tried  by  consent,  in  a  course  prescribed  by  the  Judges,  and 
forming  no  precedent  as  to  jurisdiction. 

There  had  been  a  previous  proceeding  in  the  same  matter, 
which  is  reported  in  Hob.  78,  under  the  title  of  Don  Diego 
Serviento  de  Acuna^  Embassador  Leiger  for  the  King  of  Spain, 
against  «/o//t^<f.  Tucker j  and  Sir  Richard  Bing ley.  The  Plaintiff 
sued  in  the  Court  of  Admiralty,  as  procurator  general  for  aU  his 
master^s  subjects ;  stating  in  his  libel  a  case  of  piracy,  by  JoUifie 
and  Tucker,  against  ships  with  cargoes,  of  subjects  of  the  King 
of  Spain;  and  that  the  ships,  &c.  were  taken  into  a  port  of  Ireland, 
and  came  to  the  hands  of  Sir  Richard  Bingley,  who  converted 
them  to  his  own  use.  A  prohibition  was  prayed,  and  **  Monta- 
**  gue,  the  King's  serjeant  for  the  Embassador,  said  that  he 
*'  could  not  sue  for  these  goods  at  common  law,  because  he  was 
•*  not  proprietary."     See  Hob.  p.  113. 
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King  of  Spain  v.  Pountes.    How  coidd  an  AmbAs-       W*^ 
sador  bring  an  action  of  trover,  the  property  never     bulled 
having  been  in  his  hands.  the  kVno  or 

Has  the  record  been  examined  in  the .  case  cited  •^^*"^ 
from  Rolle,  to  see  whetlier  the  Ambassador  was  the 
Plaintiff  on  the  record  ?  It  was  brought  by  his  direc- 
tion very  likely,  but  how  could  an  Ambassador  bring 
«xi  action  for  property  belonging  to  the  King  ?  it  is 
quite  out  of  the  question.  I  wish  to  point  your  atten^ 
tion  to  that  case  in  Hobart,*  in  which  the  bill  was 
dismissed  on  the  ground  that  the  bill  should  have 
been  in  the  name  of  the  King,  and  not  in  the  name 
of  the  Ambassador,  as  the  Ambassador  was  the  agent 
to  the  King  for  political,  but  not  for  private  purposes. 
Have  you  observed  what  Lord  Kenyon  says  in  Ogden 
V.  Folliot'\'\  These  are  his  words,  ^*  if  we  were  to 
"  consider  the  acts  of  the  province  of  New  York  as 
'' binding  as  has  been  contended,  I  am  at  a  loss  to 
*  *  know  why  all  the  property  of  those  persons  which  was 
^'  said  to  be  confiscated,  did  not  pass  to  the  execu« 
**  tive  power  of  that  state,  to  whom  it  was  said  to^  be 
*^  forfeited,  and  why  an  action  might  not  have  been 
*^  brought  in  the  name  of  such  executive  power,  to  en- 
*^  force  the  payment  of  this  bond.'';^  I  think  you  will 
find  in  one  of  those  cases  (I  liaye  not  the  books  here,) 
that  the  King  of  Spain  brought  an  action  of  trover 
against  a  party  who  had  got  possession  of  some  pro- 
perty, and  he  recovered.  It  is  quite  clear  it  must  be 
in  his  own  name.    There  are  several  other  cases  be*. 

♦  Hob.  113,  ante,  p.  54,  note.  f  ^  T.  R.  731. 

X  He  said  also,  ''  if  the  treaty  of  peace  has  reference  lo  the 
^*  first  declaration  of  independence,  the  bond  in  question  was  law-     . 
''  fuUy  transferred  to  the  executire  power ;  and  if  so,  I  do  not  see 
**  why  an  action  may  not  be  brought." 
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1828.      i^ides  that.    What  reason  can  you  give  why  tlie  King 
AuLLcrr     of  Spain  should  not  maintain  an  action  ? 
tBE  Kiva  Of      I^  ^^  argued  that  the  Allies,  including  En^UHi, 

abandoned  part  of  their  daims  for  the  purpose  of 
exonerating  France,  and  that  the  arrangement  could 
not  be  altered  by  a  private  conv^ition  which  incr^ised 
the  charge. 

Supposing  any  thing  to  turn  on  that  view  o(  the 
question,  by  what  documents  does  it  appear  that  this 
country  abandoned  any  part  of  her  claim'?  It  does 
not  appear  that  any  party  abandoned  its  rights  for 
the  purpose  of  getting  rid  of  the  KaUIities  on  the 
part  of  France ;  but  they  agreed  to  fix  their  daims 
at  certain  specified  sums.  There  might  be  a  clear 
gain  by  fixing  cm  a  precise  sum.  "What  is  the  fact  ? 
How  has  it  turned  out  ?  Is  not  the  sum  lai^r  than 
the  claims  which  have  been  allowed  ?  I  do  not  think 
the  parties  to  the  general  treaty  abandoned  any 
clain>s ;  there  is  nothing  to  shew  such  abandonment ; 
it  is  a  mere  arrangement. 

'  I  have  directed  your  attention  to  what  is  said  by 
Lord  Kenyon,  and  the  case  in  RoUe;*  can  you  state 
any  opposing  authority  ?  I  think  we  may  assmne 
that  a  sovereign  can  bring  an  action  at  law.  As  to 
the  case  in  Hobart^f  the  objection  was  that  he  could 
not  maintam  a  suit  in  the  name  of  the  Ambassador 
instead  of  his  own  name.  The  matter  was  disposed 
of  by  the  Court  upon  agreement  bet¥Feen  the  parties. 
It  was  not  a  case  of  regular  jurisdiction. 

There  was  a  casej  from  the  canton  of  Berne,  in 
which  ceitain  persons  filed  a  bill  on  behalf  of  them- 

*  I  Rollers  Rep.  133,  ante,  p.  53. 
f  Spanish  Ambassador  v;  Binglty^  Hob.  113,  ante,  p.  54. 

X  Bolder  v.  Lord  Huntingfield,  11  Ves.  283. 
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seWm  and  the  canton  of  Berne:  the  only  objectkn      ^^^ 
made,  was  that  it  was  a  bill  not  filed  by  an  esta-     Ruixsn 
blished  govemmait  reoognized  by  this  country. 

As  to  the  objection  that  in  the  case  of  a  sovereign 
justice  cannot  be  dome;  if  he  appears  as  Plaintiff, 
yon  can  do  complete  jnstice-*-yoa  can  impose  any 
terms  yon  think  proper — ^you  have  him  in  yoar  power 
— yon  may  file  a  cross  bill,  and  then  you  have  him 
completely  under  your  control  and  jurisdiction. 

In  the  case  g(  the  Colombian  GovemmeTtt  v. 
Roth9childy  the  objection  was  that  it  wa»not  a  proper 
designation  of  the  executive.  I  was  not  aware  that 
the  present  Master  of  the  Rolls  had  expressed  him- 
self so  strongly  ;*  but  it  is  quite  clear  fitHn  the  ob- 
servations oi  the  Judge,  that  if  there  had  be^i  a 
proper  designation  of  the  executive  they  would  have 
had  a  r^t  to  sue. 

In  the  case  oi  Bolder  v.  Lord  Huntingfield^  the 
Lord  Chancellor,  speaking  of  Maryland,  says,  ^*  that 
^^  state  was  only  a  corporation  under  the  great  seal  dis- 
'*  sdvedby  means  wUch  a  court  of  justice  was  obliged 
*^to  consider  rebellious,  and  then  the  tranter  of  the 
*^  title  from  Maryland  to  any  other  state  was  a  question 
'^a  court  of  justice  could  took  at  as  a  question  of  law 
*^  cmly  in  erne  way,  and  the  principle  was  that  the  Court 
**  could  not  admit  that  the  title  passed  to  the  independ- 
^^  entstates  of  America  by  an  act  which  we  are  obliged 
^^  to  call  rebellion."  He  goes  (m  to  say  with  respect  to 

*  The  expression  alluded  to,  is  in  the  case  of  the  Colombian 
Government  v.  Rothschild,  1  Stu.94.  The  report  of  the  Tice- 
Chancepor*s  judgment  contains  the  following  passage  :  **  A 
**  foreig^tstate  must  sue  in  the  names  of  some  public  officers  who 
**  are  intitled  to  represent  the  interests  of  the  state,  and  upon  whom 
**  process  can  be  served  by  the  Defendants.** 
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1928.      that  case*  before  Lord  Loughborough,  "  the  question 

HULLBTT     ^^  of  merits  is  not  decided  by  the  Maryknd  case,  which 

THB  «Tno  or  ^'  does  not  touch  such  a  case  as  this,  a  fo^^ign  inde- 

"  pendent  state."  The  inconvenience  in  many  of  the 
cases  has  arisen  out  of  the  shape  of  the  record,  but 
the  Lord  Chancellor  admits  most  distinctly  in  that 
case,  that  an  action  can  be  brought  or  a  bill  filed  in 
the  name  of  an  independent  power,  or  the  executive 
power  of  an  independent  state. 

As  for  the  objection  that  the  money  might  be  re- 
covered at  law,  Machado  is  the  agent,  and  he  re- 
ceived the  money  as  agent  of  the  King'  of  Spain. 
The  jurisdiction  is  concurrent,  and  they  want  disco- 
very and  account. 

The  cestui  que  trusts  are  not  necessary  parties, 
for  there  is  no  person  who  has  established  any  right 
as  appears  by  the  record  itself.  It  is  stated  that 
there  is  no  person  who  has  yet  established  a  claim  ; 
therefore^  there  is  no  person  whom  you  can  make  a 
party  to  the  record. 

As  to  the  necessity  of  making  Pereira  a  party,  is 
it  stated  that  the  funds  are  now  in  the  name  of  Pe- 
reira'l  Is  it  stated  that  Pereira  acted  as  the  agent 
of  Machado  in  paying  the  monies  over,  or  that  he 
has  any  interest  in  them  at  all  ?  They  were  deposited 
in  the  name  of  Pereira^  Pereira  being  out  of  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  Court. 

It  is  stated  on  the  face  of  the  record  that  Pereira 
had  no  interest — he  did  not  claim  any  interest.     All 

♦  Barclay  v.  Russell,  3  Ves.  431 :  in  the  report  of  which  the 
following  passage  occurs :  'M  wish  it  to  be  considered  whether 
^*  any  foreign  sovereign  under  any  denomination,  can  sue  in  a 
**  municipal  court  of  this  country.  Whether  it  is  not  matter  of 
"  application  from  state  to  state.  I  doubt,  whether  in  a  municipal 
**  court  the  right  of  a  sovereign  independent  state  can  be  rccog- 
**ni8ed." 
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the  circumstances  which  are  ccnmected  with  paying      J^^ 
it  over,  and  every  thing  rehting  to  it,  shew  distinctly     hullett 
that  he  had  no  interest  and  no  claim  whatever.     All  the  kino  of 
that  is  admitted  by  the  demurrer.    There  is  no  colour 
of  interest,  provided  it  is  stated  how,  and  under  what 
circumstances  it  is  paid.     Take  it  as  a  naked  fact  un- 
accompanied with  other  circumstances  there  may  be 
a  colour  of  interest ;  but  you  are  not  to  take  a  part  of 
the  averment  and  reject  the  rest — ^you  must  take  the 
whole — ^you  must  take  the  whole  averment  together — 
and  the  whole  averment  is  admitted  by  the  demurrer 
to  be  true.    The  Master  of  the  RoUs^  it  is  said;  has 
decided*  that  where  it  appears  on  the  face  of  the  bill  a 
party  has  an  interest,  but  it  is  averred  that  he  is  out 
<^  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Court,   it  is  necessary  to 
pray  process  against  him.     But  there  is  no  colour  of 
title  in  Pereir a  on  this  record. 

It  has  been  argued  that  the  trusts  of  the  original 
treaties  have  never  been  rescinded  by  competent 
authority.  Upon  that  point  the  case  stands  thus : 
In  the  original  tieaty  tliere  was  no  particular  sum 
stipulated.  France  was  to  indemnify  the  subjects  of 
the  different  powers  for  the  amount  of  their  claims  ; 
then  there  was  to  be  a  mixed  commission  to  adjudi- 
cate the  amount  of  the  claims.  It  was  *  afterwards 
considered  most  convenient  that  a  precise  sum  should 
be  appropriated  by  Frtnce :  there  was  an  end  of 
the  mixed  commission ;  and  the  Surplus  under  such 
circumstances  belonged  to  the  respective  powers. 
However,  that  has  nothing  to  do  with  the  present 

V.  De   Tastei  ex  relat,     Mr.   RusseU  (not  re- 


ported) .  See  Windsor  y.  Windsor ^  2  DickeoSy  707.  But  see 
conira  Haddock  v.  Tomlinson^  2  Sim.  and  Sta.  219.  and  Red. 
Cb.  PI.  134.  See  also  upon  the  general  question  as  to  parties 
out  of  the  jurisdiction,  Fell  v.  Brown^  2.  B.  C.  C.  276.  and 
Ibe  AU.  Gen.  v.  Baliol  College^  cited  in  Red.  Cb.  PL  25» 
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1828.  question,  ihete  is  a  subsequent  and  dktinct  arrange- 
ment made  by  France  yikk  Spain,  by  which  it  is 
agreed  that  a  part  of  this  sum  of  money  on  which 
France  had  ceitain  claims^  should  be  paid  to  Franee, 
and  the  rest  be  paid  o¥er  and  be  the  [nroperty  of  the 
King  of  Spain,  that  k  the  distinct  language  xsi  the 
treaty.  France  has  certain  claims  against  SfMun,  and 
she  did  not  choose  to  part  with  the  fund  till  those 
claims  were  liquidated,  la  the  mean  time  the  fund 
was  to  remain  in  France  accumulating  in  ccMnpoimd 
•interest  for  the  benefit  of  the  Spanish  claimants  untd 
the  claims  which  France  had  were  liquidated.  Then, 
Spain  and  France,  by  a  subsequent  treaty,  agree  to 
put  an  end  to  this  arrangement,  the  French  agreeing 
to  take  a  part  of  these  funds  in  liquidation  of  the 
claims  of  the  French  subjects,  and  the  remainda*  o£ 
the  sum  was  to  be  paid  over  to  the  Spanish  govern- 
ment. That  was  the  final  arrangement — ^it  was  under 
that  ai*rangement  that  Machado  received  the  money. 
It  is  quite  clear  from  this  final  arrangement  that 
France  abandoned  all  claim  on  the  fund. 

Lard  Redesdale. — ^This  is  one  of  the  clearest 
cases  that  can  possibly  be  stated.  I  conceive  that 
there  can  be  no  doubt  that  a  sovereign  may  sue. 
If  he  cannot,  there  is  a  right,  without  a  remedy ;  for  it 
is  only  by  suit:  in  Court,  that  the  Respondent  can  obtain 
this  money :  hesuesas  every  sovereign  must  sue,  gene- 
rally speaking,  either  on  his  own  behalf,  or  on  behalf 
of  his  subjects.  If  the  courts  of  justice  were  to  re- 
fuse to  receive  his  suit,  I  apprehend  that  it  might  be 
a  just  cause  of  war.  All  transactions  on  behalf  of 
nations,  must  be  transactions  with  the  sovereign  power 
of  those  nations :  it  cannot  be  transacted  otherwise, 
and  what  is  the  subject  of  the  present  suit  ?  If  any 
person  had  a  right  to  object  to  the  authority  of  Ma- 
chado in  receiving  this  money,  it  was  the  government 
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<^  France.    The  French  government  did  not  object      1B28. 
to  it:  they  paid  the  mcmey  to  Muchado,  and  he  is  put     ■'i^i^m 
in  possession  of  the  fund.     M(whado  receives  it  as  ^^ maw 
the  agent  (^  the  King  of  Spain :  it  was  in  that  cha-      <«^^^n^ 
racter  [alone  that  he  received  it.    The  only  perscms 
who  had  a  right  to  dispute  the  authority  of  Machado 
to  receive  it^  was  the  government  of  France,  and  the 
gov^mm^it  of  France  did  not  dispute  it.    Machado^ 
having  received  the  money,  deposits  it  in  the  hands 
of  Messrs.  Hullett  and  Brothers ;  and  the  single  pre* 
trace,  on  which  there  can  be  the  slightest  objecticMi 
in  this  case,  is,  that  he  deposited  it  in  the  name  of 
AchiUes  de  Pereira.    This  man,  it  is  stated,  was  a 
parson  whose  name  was  made  use  of  by  Machado^ 
finr  a  particular  purpose,  and  it  is  so  admitted  by  the 
Appellants  in  this  case.    It  is  stated  that  the  Defen* 
dants  have  rendered  all  the  accounts  to  MachadOj 
and  never  pretended  that  this  man  had  any  interest 
in  the  fund  in  their  subsequent  transactions  with  Ma- 
chado.   The  bill  states,  therefore,  that  this  is  a  mere 
pretence  on  their  part,  and  that  in  truth  they  have 
acknowledged  Mcu^hado  to  be  the  person  to  whom 
they  are  to  be  accountable.    Who  is  Machado  on  the 
statement  of  these  proceedings,  but  the  agent  of  the 
King  of  Spain,  in  his  sovet*eign  capacity"?     It  is  in 
liis  sovereign  capacity  that  he  appoints  Machado  as 
his  agent)  and  Machado  is  responsible  to  the  King 
of  Spain.    Having  received  the  money  in  this  cha- 
racter, what  have  the  Appellants  to  do  with  all  these 
treaties  ?  Nothing :  as  I  apprehend.     They  have  tliis 
money  in  their  hands,  as  the  depositaries  of  Machado^ 
the  agent  of  the  King  of  Spain ;  that  is  the  truth  of 
tlie  case,  as  appears  on  the  record. 

Under  these  circumstances,  therefore,  the  Appellants 
ought  to  answer  this  bill^  and  to  say  what  is  the 
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1828.  money  they  have  in  their  hands,  and  to  pay  that  money 
as  the  Court  shall  think  fit  to  direct.  If  there  eidsted 
such  claimants  as  are  stated^  and  who  might  perhaps, 

•FAi!f.  some  of  them,  be  sufferers  if  the  money  was  disposed 
of,  without  the  control  of  the  Court,  the  bill  only 
prays  that  the  money  should  be  paid  into  Court ; 
and  if  there  are  any  persons  who  have  claims,  the  money 
being  there,  they  may  exhibit  any  suit  they  think  fit 
for  that  purpose :  but  that  is  no  reason  whatever  why 
the  Defendants  should  not  answer  this  bill^  admitting 
what  money  is  in  their  hands,  and  paying  that  money 
into  Court.  I  conceive,  therefore,  that  this  Demurrer 
ought  not  to  be  allowed.  Such  has  been  the  decision 
of  the  Court  below,  and  I  am  disposed  to  move  your 
Lordships  to  affirm  that  decision;  for  I  cannot  find 
any  ground  whatever,  on  which  it  can  be  resisted. 

As  to  the  proposition  that  a  sovereign  Prince  cannot 
sue,  it  would  be  against  all  ideas  of  justice.  In  what 
manner  is  this  money  to  be  got  out  of  the  hands  of 
the  Defendants,  if  a  sovereign  power  cannot  sue  for 
it.  He  is  bound  with  a  trust  for  his  own  sutgects 
when  he  has  obtained  the  money  ;  but  with  the  exe- 
cution of  that  trust  you  have  no  more  to  do,  than  you 
would  have  in  many  proceedings  in  this  coimtry: 
as  where  Commissioners  are  appointed,  for  the  pur- 
pose of  adjusting  claims  between  different  govern- 
ments, with  respect  to  which  you  would  hot  interfere 
in  courts  of  justice ;  because  the  sovereign  power 
of  the  country  must  have  a  power  to  appoint  proper 
boards  for  that  purpose.  It  is  stated,  that  such  a 
board  is  appointed,  and  that  board  is  in  Spain,  and 
not  amenable  to  the  jurisdiction  of  this  Court.  I  can- 
not, therefore,  find  any  ground  on  which  these  parties 
can  refuse  to  answer  this  bill ;  certainly,  in  honesty, 
they  cannot  refiise ;  they  do  not  pretend,  they  cannot 
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pretend,  that  the  money  is  their  own.  By  answering  l^^* 
the  bill,  and  submitting  to  pay  the  money  into  Court,  hullett 
they  would  be  free  from  all  further  responsibility,  and  ^^^  ^^^^^  q, 
then  it  would  remain  to  be  disposed  of,  as  might  be  just.  •'^'*- 
:  If  there  were  such  persons  as  is  suggested  having 
claims  on  this  sum  of  money,  and  they  had  a  right  to 
institute  a  suit  on  the  subject,  it  would  be  their  busi- 
ness to  institute  that  suit ;  but  at  the  same  time  I 
should  doubt  extremely  whether  the  Court  of  Chan- 
cery could  entertain  such  a  suit  under  the  circumstan- 
ces, any  further  than  to  order  the  transfer  of  these 
funds  to  the  boards  which  the  bill  states  are  consti- 
tuted by  the  King  of  Spain  for  the  purpose  of  liqui- 
dating the  claims  of  his  subjects  with  respect  to  that 
fund.  What  has  been  done*  in  this  country,  where 
boards  of  a  similar  description  have  been  instituted  ? 
The  sovereign  power  of  every  state  must  be  entrusted 
with  such  an  authority,  and  there  cannot  be  any 
transaction  between  nation  and  nation  carried  on  if 
this  Demurrer  should  be  allowed.  It  is  a  transaction 
of  such  a  description,  that  the  right  necessarily 
accrues  to  the  sovereign  power  in  Spain.  That  the 
Spanish  sovereign  is  a  trustee  for  his  own  sub- 
jects, may  be  true ;  but  the  Court  of  Chancery  can- 
not enforce  properly  that  trust.  The  hand  entitled 
to  receive  the  fund,  according  to  what  may  be  deemed 
the  law  of  nations,  is  the  King  of  Spain,  or  the  per- 
son whom  he  appoints  for  that  purpose.  Accordingly, 
the, French  government . allowed  Machado^  as  the 
agent  of  the  King  of  Spain,  to  receive  the  money  ; 
and  the  French  government  were  the  only  persons 
who  had  any  right  to  dispute  the  authority  of  Ma- 
chado  to  receive  it.  Machado  did  receive  it,  under 
the  authority  of  the  King  of  Spain,  and  the  money  is 
now  in  the  hands  of  these  persons,  under  the  autho- 
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^®^       rity  of  Mackadq^    On  these  grounds  I  submit  that 
■ULLETT     this  Demurr^  ought  to  be  over-ruled. 
THE  KiMQ  or      ^^  objection  \vas  made  that  Pereira  was  not  a  party. 

spAiK.  There  is  a  statement  in  the  bill  suffici^it  to  shew  that 
he  has  no  interest  in  this  money,  and  the  circumstances 
which  are  stated,  must  be  considered  as  admitted  by 
the  Appdiants  in  their  Demurrer.  They  admit,  there- 
fore, that  so  6r  from  this  man  having  any  interest 
in  the  fund,  the  Defendants  have  constantly  ren- 
dered their  accounts,  not  to  him,  but  to  Machado ; 
that  is  the  statement  in  this  bill,  therefore  they  have 
themselves,  by  admitting  that  statement  in  the  bill, 
admitted  that  this  man  has  no  interest.  On  these 
grounds  it  appears  to  me,  that  the  decision  c^  the 
Court  below  is  right,  and  th^^fore  I  move  that  tlie 
judgment  prcmounced  by  the  Court  below  be  affirm- 
ed. I  do  not  wish  you  to  consider  my  opinion  as  of 
considerable  force  on  this  subject,  but  it  certainly  is 
a  subject,  on  which,  in  the  early  part  of  my  profes- 
sional life,  I  bestowed  a  good  deal  of  pains  and  atten- 
tion.* 

The  JLord  Chancellor. — ^I  see  no  reason  to  alter 
my  opinion,  the  grounds  of  which  I  have  stated  in  die 
course  of  the  argument 


Judgment  affirmed,  without  costs. f 

*  See  the  learned  argument  of  Lord  Redesdale,  (then  Mr.  Mit^ 
ford,)  and  his  colleagues,  in  the  Nabob  of  the  Camatic  v.  the 
East  India  Company,     1  Ves,  J;  S79. 

f  The  reason  given  was  the  dignity  of  the  Plaintiff. 
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(ENGLAND.) 
(court  op  king's  bench.) 

TheReverend Edward Drax Free,  D.  D.  ^  ^^^^^ 
Montague  Bukgotne,  Esq.  -  Defendant  in  Error. 

The  Stat.  27  Geo.  3.  c.  44.  intitled,  an  act  to  prevent  frivolous 
and  yexations  suits  in  Ecclesiastical  Courts,  and  reciting^  in  the 
preamble,  that  it  is  expedient  to  limit  the  time  for  the  com- 
mencement of  certain  suits  in  the  Ecclesiastical  Courts,  enacts, 
(among  other  things),  that  no  suit  shall  be  commenced  in  any 
Ecclesiastical  Court  for  fornication  or  incontinence,  after  the 
expiration  of  eight  calendar  months  from  the  time  when  such 
offence  shall  have  been  coromittt;d, 

Ujpon  a  libel  in  the  Ecclesiastical  Court  against  a  clergyman,  con- 
taining various  articles  charging  fornication,  &c. ;  and  in  the 
concluding  article  willing  that  the  offender  be  duly  and  canoni- 
cally  punished  and  corrected  according  to  the  exigency  of  the 
law,  &c.,  an  objection  taken  to  the  jurisdiction  on  the  g^und 
of  the  Statute  27  Geo.  3.  c.  44.  was  overruled  in  the  Ecclesiastic 
cal  Court :.  whereupon  a  writ  of  prohibition  was  obtained  in  the 
Court  of  King*s  Bench,  and  upon  declaration  in  prohibitioo, 
demurrer,  and  argument,  it  was  held  that  the  statute  applied 
only  to  proceedings  against  fornicators,  Sec.  whether  Laymeu  or 
Clergymen,  pro  salute  anim^p ;  but  that  a  proceeding  in  the 
Ecclesiastical  Court  on  the  ground  of  fornication,  against  a 
clergyman,  for  the  purpose  of  deprivation,  is  not  prohibited 
by  the  statute,  and  thL<t  judgment  was  affirmed  on  appeal. 

Held  also  that  the  judgment  of  the  Court  of  King's  Bench  being 
for  a  prohibition,  against  proceeding  on  the  ground  of  fornica- 
tion pro  sakiti  aiitm^F,  but  granting  a  consultation  so  far  as 
the  case  related  to  the  proceeding  for  deprivation,  the  statute 
8  and  9  W.  3.  c.  11.  which  gives  costs  to  the  party  who  obtains 
the  judgment  in  prohibition,  did  not  apply,  inasmuch  as  it  was 
a  qualified  judgment,  which  in  substance  was  for  the  Defendant 
in  the  prohibition,  and  that  if  it  was  to  be  considered  as  a  casus 
omssus,  there  was  no  authority  in  the  Court  to  give  costs. 
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^^^..^      1  HIS  was  a  Writ  of  Error  brought  to  revei-se  a 

FREE       judgment*  of  the  Court  of  King's  Bench  in  an  action 

BURGOTNE.    of  Prohibition.     The  Plaintiff  in  Error  was  Rector 

of  the  Rectory  of  the  parish  of  Sutton,  in  the  county 

of  Bedford.     The  Defendant  in  Error  was  one  of  the 

Parishioners. 

In  October,  1824,  the  Defendant  in  Error  exhibit- 
ed articles  in  the  Arches  Court  of  Canterbury 
against  the  Plaintiff  in  Error,  charging  acts  of,  forni- 
cation and  incontinence,  committed  by  him,  with  se^ 
veral  of  his  female  servants,  in  the  years  1810,  1812, 
1814,  1815,  181T,  and  1822,  and  also  that  on  several 
occasions  during  the  above,  and  in  the  intervening 
years,  he  had  been  guilty  of  various  other  acts  of  gross 
immorality  and  neglect  of  his  clerical  duties. 

The  Libel  consisted  of  thirty-one  articles,  contain- 
ing the  charges  above-mentioned,  and  other  Ecclesi- 
astical offences. 

The  first  article  stated,  that  by  the  Ecclesiastical  Ifiws, 
all  ministers  in  holy  orders  were  required  to  be  decent 
in  their  behaviour,  to  abstain  from  fornication,  &c. 
under  pain  of  deprivation,  suspension,  or  such  other 
ecclesiastical  punishment  or  censures,  as  the  case  may 
require,  and  the  law  authorize,  &c.  The  second  ar- 
ticle alleged,  that  Dr.  Free  was  Rector  of  Sutton. 
The  last  article  willed,  that  Dr.  Free  should  be  ca- 
nonically  punished  according  to  law,  and  also  be  con- 
demned in  the  costs  of  the  suit,  but  did  not  specially 
point  to  deprivation. 

With  respect  to  the  6th,  7th,  9th,  10th,  11th,  and 
12th  articles,  which  alleged  various  acts  of  fornication, 
the  Plaintiff  in  Error  disputed  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
Ecclesiastical  Court. 

The  Ecclesiastical  Court,  determinedf  that  it  had 

*  See  the  proceedings,  argument,  and  judgment  in  the  Court 
below,  reported  5  Bam.  and  Cress.  400.  ^  .  • 

-(  2  Addams*8  Rep.  p.  414. 
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jurisdiction,  and  gave  judgment  against  the  Plaintiff  *828. 
in  EiTOr,  whereupon  he  obtained  a  writ  and  declared 
in  prohibition.  The  declaration  set  forth  the  libel 
and  the  proceedings  in  the  Ecclesiastical  Court,  and 
prayed  a  prohibition.  To  this  declaration  a  Plea  and 
Demurrer  were  put  in :  upon  which  the  Plaintiff 
joined  issue. 

The  case  was  argued  in  Easter  teim  1S26,  and  on 
the  6th  of  May,  1826,  judgment  was  given,  which  in 
substance  was,  that  as  to  so  much  of  the  charge  as  re- 
lated to  the  proceeding  against  the  Plaintiff  in  Error 
for  fornication  or  incontinence,  for  the  purpose  only  of 
his  soul's  health,  and  the  reformation  of  his  manners, 
the  Defendant  in  Error  should  be  prohibited  from  pro- 
ceeding in  the  Spiritual  Court ;  but  that  as  to  so  much 
of  the  chaise  as  related  to  those  offences,  for  the  pur- 
pose of  suspension  or  deprivation,  or  other  punishment 
merely  clerical,  and  also  as  to  the  other  matters 
charged  against  him,  that  the  Defendant  in  Error 
should  not  be  prohibited  from  proceeding  in  the  Spi- 
ritual Court,  but  that  a  consultation  should  be  and  it 
was  accordingly  awai*ded  in  respect  thereof  ;  and 
after  argument,  the  Court  of  King's  Bench  was  also 
of  opinion  that  the  Plaintiff  in  Error,  was  not  entitled 
to  costs  of  suit. 

Against  this  judgment  the  Plaintiff  in  EiTor  brought 
a  Writ  of  Error  in  Parliament. 

For  the  Plaintiff  in  Error,  Dr.  Addams  and  Mr. 
Denman.^ 

*  It  was  proposed  with  a  view  to  shew  the  object  of  the  suit 
to  read  the  citation  in  the  Ecclesiastical  Court,  to  which  Campbell 
objected  that  the  citation  formed  no  part  of  the  record.  Dr. 
Addams  answered  that  the  libel  must  follow  the  citation.  The 
Lord  Chancellor  said  it  did  not  matter,  as  the  libel  described  him 
as  Rector  of  Sutton. 
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1828.  The  charges  against  the  Plaintiff  extend  fronoi  1810 

to  1822,  inclusive.  The  citation  is  dated  in  18^4 — 
eighteen  months  after  any  act  alleged,  contrary  to  2>^ 
Geo.  3.  c.  44. 

The  suit  wa^  instituted  for  his  soul's  health,  and  re- 
formation of  manners  only — that,was  the  sole  motive. 
Deprivation  is  only  one  mode  of  punishment,  and 
that  is,  for  the  soul's  health,  and  reformation  of  man- 
ners. The  clergy  as  well  as  laity,  are  witliin  the 
meaning  of  the  act.  The  refined  distinction  between 
clergy  and  layman  is  not  warranted  by  the  words  or 
spirit  of  the  act.  The  act  is  general,  intended  to 
protect  the  clergy  as  wdii  as  the  laity.  Indeed  the 
clergy,  from  their  situation,  are  deserving  of  greater 
protection.  The  suit,  though  said  to  be  for  depriva-^ 
tion  or  suspension,  is  essentially  pro  salute  amnuB^ 
th^re  is  no  distinction  in  practice  between  suits  pro 
salute  animiB  and  for  deprivation ;  all  suits  for  de« 
privation  are  smi&pro  salute  antnuB. — ^For  forty  years 
the  act  has,  in  practice,  been  supposed  to  apply  to 
the  clergy  as  well  ns  the  laity. 

The  judgment  of  the  King's  Baich  holds,  tliat 
it  does  ^  apply  to  the  clei^  as  well  as  the  laity,  to  a 
certain  extent.  In  the  Court  of  Arches  it  was  held 
not  to  apply  to  the  clergy  at  all, — ^there  it  was  held, 
that  die  act  passed  alio  intuitu.^  The  judgments  of 
the  Arches  and  King's  Bench  proceed  on  essentially 
different  grounds. 

There  is  no  such  thing  in  the  Ecclesiastical  CoQrtB 
as  criminal  informations.  They  proceed  solely  pro 
salute  animcB. 

The  Court  of  Arches  took  no  distinction  betweeii 
suits  for  correction,  and  suits  for  punishment.  The 
King's  Bench  did. — This  distinction  is  unwarranted 

•  2  Add.  Rep.  p.  414. 
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by  principle  or  practice. — ^In  practice,  there  is  no  1^8. 
proceeding  for  punishment,  qud  punishment :  it  k 
merely  pro  salute  aninue. — The  punishment  is  a 
mean^  not  the  end  :  the  solus  animce^  and  reformor 
tia  morum,  is  the  end  :*  deprivation  is  a  mere  mean 
of  correction  ;f  deprivation,  is  divesting  a  man  of  his 
freehold ;  the  usual  consequence  of  suits  of  this  na- 
ture is  suspension  only.  The  judgment  of  the  King's 
Bench  leaves  the  Court  no  option,  it  must  proceed  to 
deprivation. 

The  title  and  pre^nble  of  the  act,  is  to  stay  frivolous 
aad  vexatious  suks,  and  limits  a  time :  whether  tl^ 
tiiiie  is  too  short  or  too  long,  is  no  matter. — ^The  act 
is  express,  and  this  particularly  is  a  frivolous  and  vex* 
atious  suit.  There  is  no  charge  within  eighteen  months 
after  the  last  offence  alleged.  Surely  there  should 
be  some  limit  to  proceedings  of  this  nature.  The 
charges  here  begin  eighteen  or  twenty  years  ago  : 
there  is  no  possibility  of  rebutting  such  charges,  rest- 
ing upon  evidence  possibly  suborned  and  got  up  for 
purposes  of  malice  or  revenge,  &c.  There  is  no  con- 
viction of  the  alleged  offences,  as  it  rests  in  mere 
atfegation.  For  the  purpose  of  the  argument  it  may  be 
assumed  that  the  plaintiff  is  innocent  of  every  charge, 
and  he  is  in  fact  preparecl  to  deny  the  facts  alleged. 

There  is  an  obvious  impolicy  in  allowing  such 
charges  to  be  made  without  limitation  of  time.  This 
is  the  very  mischief  the  act  intended  to  remedy.  In 
fair  construction  the  act  applies  to  clergy  as  well  as 
laity ;  there  is  no  exception  of  the  clergy,  which  of 
course  there  would  have  been,  if  intended.  A  general 
act  applies  without  exception  ;  why  not  in  this  case  ? 

♦  Gibg.  Cod.  Corbet's  case,  5  Rep. 

f  Raymond,  1510.     Cit.  Totvnsend  v.  Thorpe. 
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1828.  As  to  costs,  *  the  Appellant,  by  the  provisions  of  the 

act,  (8  and  9  W.  3.  c.  11.)  is  intitled  to  them,  hav- 
ing obtained  a  prohibition  as  to  the  proceeding  for 
fornication. 

For  the  Defendant  in  Error,  Mr.  Campbell  and 
Dr.  Lushington. 

Mr.  Campbell. — The  judgments  of  the  Court  of 
Arches  and  the  King's  Bench  are  the  same.  For  the 
sake  of  the  church  the  Plaintiff  should  be  deprived  of 
his  hving.  The  citation  is  not  here,  but  the  libel  is, 
which  shews  the  nature  of  the  proceeding.  In  the  first 
article,  there  is  no  notice  of  reformation  of  manners ; 
the  object  in  view  of  the  libel  is,  that  he  may  be  deprived 
of  his  benefice.  The  second  article  states  the  induc- 
tion of  the  Plaintiff:  these  articles  would  be  immate- 
rial, unless  it  were  a  proceeding  against  him,  as  Rec- 
tor of  Sutton.  There  is  no  penance  required  or 
stated  for  his  soul's  health.  It  is  a  suit  for  depriva- 
tion founded  upon  these  articles.  It  is  stated,  that 
no  proceedings  for  deprivation  ever  take  place  in  the 
Ecclesiastical  Court ;  that  is  not  so, — there  is  a  pro- 
ceeding for  punishment  by  deprivation.f  The  direct 
purpose  is  to  purge  the  church,  which  is  properly  de- 
terminable by  the  Ecclesiastical  laws  of  the  realm. 
Many  of  the  causes  of  deprivation  have  nothing  to 
do  with  salus  animcB  or  reformatio  morum ;  as  for 
instance :  by  common  law  or  statute,  want  of  orders, 

*  It  was  objected  that  the  appeal  could  not  be  heard  on  the 
subject  of  costs;  because  it  did  not  form  part  of  the  record.  The 
Court  of  King's  Bench  had  given  leave  to  amend  the  record^ 
belowy  for  that  purpose;  but  this  had  not  been  done.  -It  was 
thereupon  intimated  by  the  Houses,  upon  the  suggestion  of  Mr.. 
Courtenay,  that  the  practice  of  the  Mouse  would  permit  the  record 
still  to  be  amended,  and  the  counsel  for  the  Respondent  then 
waived  the  objection. 

-f  2  Burifs  Eccl.  Law,  tit.  Depr'-valion. 
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simony,    plurality,   conviction   by  temporal  courts,      l^^. 
omission  to  subscribe  the  oaths  of  supremacy,  incon- 
tinence,*  &c.     The  causes  of  deprivation  by  the  Ca- 
non law,  are  wearing  arms,  non-residence,  concubi- 
nage, f  &c. 

This  libel  is  framed  to  give  in  evidence  the  matter 
of  the  allegations  with  the  view  to  deprivation.  The 
16  Car.  1.  c.  11.  operated  J  merely  to  destroy  the 
power  of  the  High  Commission  Court.  The  27  Geo. 
3.  is  the  only  impediment,  does  this  take  away  the 
jurisdiction  "i  if  it  does  not,  the  common  law  must 
have  force.  Such  a  result  could  not  have  been  con- 
templated by  the  legislature. 

Suppose  the  case  of  a  bastard  child :  suppose  the 
fact  not  discovered  till  after  nine  months :  this  statute 
of  limitation  would  have  run,  and  the  proceeding  for  de- 
privation would  be  barred.  It  is  impossible  to  contem- 
plate this  to  have  be^i  the  intention  of  the  legislature. 

The  title  is  part  of  the  act — ^what  is  the  title,  but 
for  restraining  frivolous  and  vexatious  suits  in  the 
Ecclesiastical  Court  ?  the  proceedings  pro  salute  ant" 
nuB  are  a  mere  mockery, — originally  they  were  not- 
so :  in  modern  times  they  are.  In  Scotland  the  prac- 
tice of  penance  still  prevails  to  a  certain  extent.  The 
suit  pro  salute  animce  now,  is  to  make  a  person  pay 
costs  ;  it  may  very  well  have  been  the  object  of  the  le- 
gislature to  put  a  stop  to  such  suits.  But  could  it  have 
been  the  intention  to  prevent  all  suits  against  the 

♦  In  the  reign  of  Eliz.,  Fox  and  Burton  were  deprived  for 
adultery  ;  6  Rep.  13.  6  Hob.  291.  Cro.  Eliz.  41. 

f  This  canonical  crime  appears  to  have  been  punished  bj  c/^. 
gradation.  By  31  H.  8.  c.  14.  s.  10.  a  priesit  keeping  a  concu-. 
bine  forfeited  his  goods,  chattels,  and  promotions,  and  was  li- 
able to  imprisonment  at  the  king's  will. — See  the  note  in  Burn*8 
Eccl.  Law,  tit.  q.  s. 

J  Sec  the  4th  sect.,  hut  it  is  repealed  by  13  Car.  2.  s.  1.  c.  12. 
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1828.  clergy,  for  deprivation  "i  The  words  of  the  act  are 
FREE  general;  but  they  have  reference  to  tlie  title  and 
preamble. 

In  construing  acts  of  parliament,  the  court  look» 
to  the  mischief  intended  to  be  remedied  ;*  if  not  within 
^  mischief,  it  cannot  be  brought  within  the  words. 
Suits  against  the  clergy  £cMr  deprivation  rardy  happen; 
the  cases  enumerated  in  the  act  frequently ;  the  rare 
instances  are  not  within  the  mischief;  die  oSeuces 
enumerated,  are  defamatory  wardsj  brawling  in  the 
churchy  incontinence^  Bfc.  But  this  is  a  suit  for  depri- 
vation.'\  Suits  for  deprivation  are  of  rare  occurrence— 
suits  pro  salute  animce  were  io  the  contemplation  of 
the  legislature.  If  a  clergyman  marry  his  prostitate, 
it  would  be  a  cause  for  deprivation ;  though  a  suit 
for  the  soul's  health  could  not  be  maintained.  So  if  a 
clergyman  marry  a  common  prostitute,  might  he  not 
be  sued  in  respect  of  his  incontinence  and  scandjii 
anterior  to  the  marriage  1  There  is  a  distinction  be- 
tween a  clergyman  and  a  layman,  as  to  the  jurisdic- 
tion  in  prohibition ;  as  to  civil  punishment,  the  pro^ 
hibition  would  go,  but  as  to  the  proceeding  for  depri- 
vation for  such  an  offence,  it  would  not  go. 

In  the  Bishop  of  Clc^her's  case  Uie  party  might 
have  been  indicted :  but  he  absconded.  No  proceed- 
ings took  place  in  the  Temporal  Courts ;  yet  there 
was  a  suit  for  deprivation. 

Tlie  deprivation  is  the  object  of  the  suit  in  the  case 
of  a  clergyman : — with  respect  to  a  layman  it  is  dif- 
ferent, because  there  can  be  no  deprivation,  but 
merely  correction,  pro  salute  animce.  You  cannot 
proceed  pro  salute  animce,  even  against  a  clergyman, 
for  an  offence  cognizable  in  the  Temporal  Courts. 

♦  Com.  Dig:.  Parliament. 

f  Sherwin  v.  Cariwright,  Hutton,  p;  111. 
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Therefore,  unlesa  a  clergyman  happen  to  be  conmcted,       l^- 
in  the  Cknirtii  of  Common  Law,  diere  could  be  no  suit 
in  the  Ecclesiastical  Courts  ;  suppose  the  clerk,  after 
the  offaice,  absconds,  and  therefore  cannot  be  convict- 
ed, the  scandal  would  remain  without  remedy. 

As  to  costs,  the  PiaintifT  is  not  entitled  to  them« 
The  case  is  clearly  not  within  the  Statute  of  Glouces^ 
ter.  No  coals,  therefore,  can  be  given,  unless  tlie 
case  is  witliiii  the  7  and  8  W«  and  M .  Tlie  que»* 
tion  is^  whether  the  Plaintiff  has  obtained  judgment. 

The  judgment  grants  a  consultation,  as  to  all  the 
matters.  The  Plaintiff  has  no  judgment.  The  De« 
fisndant  may  proceed  on  the  whole,  but  no  judgment 
can  be  given  oa  that  part,  which  is  pro  salute  aninuB. 
It  does  not  stay  the  proceedings,  but  the  judgment, 

Dr.  LttshinffUn. — Over  the  laity  the  Ecclesiasti- 
cal Courts  have  junsdiction  only  in  certain  cases^  by 
virtue  of  cert$nn' canons  which  have  hecome part  of 
the  law  of  the  land,  but  these  proceedings  are  pro 
salute  animcB  only.  Over  the  clergy  the  jurisdiction 
is  similar  as  to  suits  pro  salute  animas ;  but  they 
have  a  further  jurisdiction  in  respect  oi  the  clerical 
character.  The  Court  itself  was  primarily  established 
for  taking  care  that  the  clergy  performed  the  clerical 
duties,  a  jurisdiction  totally  distinct  from  that  over 
the  laity.  If  the  conduct  of  a  clergyman  be  wroi^, 
it  is  the  duty  of  the  Court  to  interfere  for  the  purpose 
of  p^serving  the  Ecclesiastical  discipline  and  mora- 
lity of  the  church.  The  judgment  in  Middleton  v. 
Groft^  is  an  admirable  dissertation  upon  the  subject 
^  this  jurisdiction . 

The  canons  are  held  to  bind  the  clergy ^  though  not 
the  laity ;  and  the  courts  have  exercised  such  juris- 
diction in  all  instances.     If  the  clei^y  are  to  be  ex- 

♦  2  Alk.  607. 
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18^.       empt  from  such  a  jurisdiction,  it  would  have  the  most 
injurious  effect  on  the  discipline  of  the  church.     The 
proceedings  have  been  generally  with  a  double  as- 
pect, namely,  that  ordinary  one,  ipro  salute  arnnuBy 
and  the  extraordinary  one  of  deprtvatian  for  offences 
committed  against  the  discipline  of  the  church.    If 
you  destroy  die  jurisdiction  in  the  former,  you  cannot, 
we  contend,  do  it  in  the  latter.     The  very  com- 
mencement of  the  articles  shews  that  these  criminal 
proceedings  were  insiituled  for  the  purpose  ofsecwr^ 
ing  the  discipline  of  the  church.    The  Ecclesiastical 
Couit  has  exercised  this  jurisdiction  from  time  imme- 
morial. The  whole  tenor  of  the  proceedings  shews  that 
they  are  not  for  punishment  pro  salute  animcBj  but 
merely  for  another  purpose,  essentially  tvithin  the 
province  of  the  Ecclesiastical  Court.     In  th^  pro- 
ceedings in  the  King's  Bench,  on  the  prohibition,  it 
was  for  the  first  time  contended,  that  the  27  Geo.  3. 
destroyed  the  jurisdiction  altogether. 

Tlie  correction  of  clerks  is  frequently  excepted  out 
of:  the  patents  of  charters  of  dioceses.  In  Exetar 
such  an  exception  has  prevailed  for  these  two  cen- 
turies. The  bishop  has  the  paramount  authority, 
and  from  him  the  jurisdiction  is  derived.  The 
statute  of  Heu.  7.  gives  the  bishop  an  additional 
power — a  power  of  imprisonment.  If  this  act  was 
repealed  by  12  Car.,  it  is  still  in  force,  for  the  13 
Car.  2.  s.  1.  c.  12.  repealed  the  16  Car.  1.  c.  11. 
This  statute  is  not  noticed  in  the  27  Geo.  3. 

As  to  the  construction  of  the  statute  27  Geo.  3.,  it  is  a 
remedial  statute  to  remove  a  mischief  and  advance  the 
remedy :  was  this  a  mischief  entitled  to  be  remedied 
by  theacti  The  clergy  are  not  within  the  mischief  of  this 
act.  However  that  be,  there  is  a  clear  distinction  be- 
tween proceeding  for  deprivation  and  pro  sal,  an. : 
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Gomparatively  speaking,  the  ofTattce  of  fornication  in  1S28, 
a  layman  is  much  more  venial.  In  a  clergyman  the 
consequences  from  the  evil  example  in  a  parish,  are 
very  pernicious.  A  suit  for  deprivation  necessarily 
involves  the  motives  and  inducements  for  suspension 
and  deprivation. 

The  clergy  are  not  mentioned  by  name  in  the 
27  Geo.  3.  This  is  observable,  for  it  leaves  the 
statute  of  Hen.  7.  in  force  to  punish  by  imprison- 
ment, and  is  supposed  to  take  away  the  power  of 
proceeding  for  deprivation  and  suspension ;  this  is 
a  reductio  ad  absurdum. 

Visitations  are  held  once  a  year  when  presentments 
are  or  ought  to  be  made  by  the  chm*chwardens.  It 
may  happen  tlien,  that  the  representation  on  which 
proceedings  are  to  be  instituted,  is  not  known  till 
after  the  twelve  months.  Was  it  meant  that  the  clerk 
should,  in  such  case,  laugh  at  the  discipline  of  the 
church  1:  Suppose  a  man  commits  adultery,  which  is  not 
known,  but  he  is  afterwards  convicted ;  may  not  the 
Inshop  found  any  proceedings  against  the  delinquent, 
on  the  ground  that  under  the  statute  the  limitation  has 
run  out  1 

The  clergy,  it  is  said,  require  protection.  There 
is  no  foundation  for  this  argument ;  for  pix>ceedings 
are  scarcely  ever  instituted  against  the  clergy. 
There  are  only  fifteen  on  record  in  London. 

As  to  costs,  if  the  party  succeeds  in  the  major  part 
of  his  demand,  he  is  entitled  to  costs,  not  if  he  suc- 
ceeds in  the  minor  only. 

The  Loi'd  Chancellor.'^ — ^Tlie  suit  in  the  bishop  of 
Clogher's  case,  was  pro  salute  animcBy  and  also  for 
deprivation.  There  is.no  doubt  of  the  jurisdiction  to 
inquire  into  the  offence  for  the  purpose  of  deprivation. 

*  In  the  course  of  the  Argument. 
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1828.  rpjjg  question  raised  by  Dr.  Addams,  is  whether  yott 
can  serve  the  two  proceedings.  No  authority  has 
been  cited,  and  in  the  absence  of  authority,  are  we  to 
assume  that  they  cannot  be  severed  1 

Is  deprivation  only  an  incident  1 — ^the  original  libel 
was  in  effect  'pro  salute  animiB,  and  also  for  depriva- 
tion, the  judgment  was  to  prohibit  one  of  the  pro- 
ceedings— if  it  had  not  been  for  that  judgment  the 
Ecclesiastical  Court  might  have  proceeded  to  punish, 
not  only  by  deprivation,  butjpro  salute  anim<B.  The 
Plaintiff  has,  therefore,  obtained  a  judgment  restrain- 
ing the  Ecclesiastical  Court.  He  had  a  just  cause  to 
eome  for  a  prohibition,  and  so  the  Court  adjudged. 
The  costs,  therefore,  should,  according  to  the  act, 
have  been  awarded. 

I  am  inclined  to  think,  unless  better  authority  tlmn 
Baker  v.  Roger*  can  be  cited,  that  proceedings 
for  deprivation  may  be  instituted  against  a  clerk, 
without  any  suit  pro  salute  amrnes. 

It  is  not  necessaiy  to  proceed  for  judgment,  pro 
salute  anima^  and  deprivation  also,  they  may  he  se* 
reredi  and  judgment  may  be  given  to  deprive,  though 
no  judgment  may  be  given  pro  salute  anim<B.  What  is 
there  to  shew  that  deprivation  may  not  be  the  substan- 
tive object  of  the  suit  ? 


The  Lord  Chancellor, '\ — ^The  Noble  Lord  and 
Reverend  Prelate,  who  have  attended  the  whole  of  this 
discussion,  are  of  opinion  with  me  that  this  act  of  Par- 
liament does  not  apply  to  a  suit^  the  object  of  which  is 
deprivation ;  and  also  that  the  proceedings  may  be  se- 
vered. The  judgment  below  must  be  so  fiir  affirmed ; 
with  respect  to  the  costs  some  difficulty  occurs. 

^ms"'"'        ^*«  ^^d  Chancellor.^Thh  case  arises  out  of  a 

*  Crcr.    Kliz.  '781).  f  At  the  end  of  the  Argument. 
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prosecution  in  profailntion.  The  Court  of  King's  Bench  1^28. 
gave  judgment  in  prohibition  in  a  particular  form, 
and  upon  that  Doctor  Free  brought  a  writ  of  Error. 
Certain  charges  had  be^i  preferred  against  Doctor 
Free,  who  was  Rector  of  Sutton,  in  the  coimty  of 
Bedford ;  charges  of  fornication  and  incontinence  of 
a  very  precise  description,  commencing  in  the  year 
1810,  and  ccmtinuing  down  to  the  year  1822.  Those 
chaiges  were  made  the  foundation  of  a  suit  in  the 
Spiritual  Court,  which  suit  was  instituted  in  the  year 
1824,  two  years,  or  nearly  two  years,  after  the  date  of 
the  act,  which  was  the  subject  of  the  last  charge  pre- 
ferred against  Doctor  Free.  Articles  were  exhibited 
against  him  in  the  Spiritual  Court,  containing  thosci 
ehaiges,  and  it  is  quite  clear  in  looking  at  those  articles 
as  they  are  framed,  that  it  would  have  been  compe- 
tent to  the  Spiritual  Court  to  have  proceeded  against 
Doctor  Free  to  punish  him  in  the  c»xlinary  mode  for 
incontinence  and  fornication,  'pro  salute  antmw  etpro 
rrfi/rmatione  morum,  and  also  to  proceed  against 
him  for  deprivation  either  for  the  one  or  the  other,  or 
both.  It  is  in  such  a  form  that  the  articles  are  framed, 
and  a  corresponding  judgment  or  judgments  might 
huve  been  founded  upon  those  articles. 

It  was  contended  in  the  Spiritual  Court  by  Doctor 
Free,  that  the  Court  could  not  proceed  in  that  suit,  by 
reason  of  the  2T  Geo.  3.  c.  44.  By  that  Act  suits  for 
fipfaication  and  inccmtinence  must  be  commenced 
"wiihia  eight  months  from  the  period  when  the  offence 
k  oommittecL  The  Judge  in  the  Court  bebw  ovw- 
mfed  the  otgection ;  in  ccmsequence  of  which  a  writ 
q£  prohilntion  was  issued,  and  the  matter  came  before 
tJUfi  Court  of  King  s  Bench.  In  that  Court  Doctor 
Free  declared  in  prohibition,  and  the  main  question 
ikm  raised  for  consideration,  was  wheth^  the  statute 
applied  to  a  case  of  this  description.     It  was  admit- 
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1B28.  ted  that  there  was  no  doubt  that  the  statute  applied 
to  an  ordinary  case  of  incontinence,  or  fornication, 
with  a  view  to  the  ordinary  punishment  pro  salute 
aninuB  et  reformatione  morum.  The  Court  of  King's 
Bench  were  of  opinion,  (and  I  am  disposed  to  concur 
in  that  opinion,)  that  a  suit  of  this  description  institute 
ed  against  a  Cieigyman,  as  well  as  against  a  Layman, 
must  be  instituted  within  the  period  limited  by  the 
statute. 

But,  another  and  a  much  more  important  question 
arose  as  to  whether  or  not  that  Act  of  Parliament 
applied  to  a  suit  for  deprivation,  and  I  think  it  is  im-* 
possible  to  look  at  the  title  of  that  Act  of  Parliament, 
at  the  preamble  of  it,  at  the  particular  provisions 
and  enactments  of  it,  and  to  isuppose  for  a  moment 
that  they  could  hiave  been  intended  to  apply  to  a  suit 
instituted  for  the  purpose  of  deprivation.  It  is  un- 
necessary to  repeat  observations  upon  these  particular 
parts  of  the  Act  of  Parliament,  because  it  was  con- 
sidered very  much  in  detail  in  the  aigument.  I  will 
only  say  generally  that  I  concur  in  the  view  taken  by 
the  Judge  in  the  Spiritual  Court,  that  the  Act  does  not 
apply  to  a  suit  for  deprivation.  I  concur  in  the  judg- 
ment pronounced  in  the  Court  of  King's  Bench  with 
respect  to  the  distinction  that  the  Act  of  Parliament 
does  not  apply  to  a  suit  instituted  for  the  purpose  of 
deprivation. 

If  that  be  so,  let  us  consider  the  question  of  form 
according  to  the  state  of  proceedings  in  the  Ecfclesias- 
tical  Court.  I  have  already  stated,  that  according 
to  my  opinion  the  Court  might  have  proceeded  to  pu- 
nish the  individual  in  the  ordinary  way,  pro  salute 
anim<B  etpro  reformatione  morum^  and  it  might  also 
have  proceeded  to  deprive  him,  or  it  might  have  pro- 
ceeded for  the  one  or  the  other,  or  both.     The  Court 
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of  King's  Bench  were  of  opinion  that  with  reference  1828. 
to  the  mode  of  proceeding  with  a  view  only  to  the  re- 
formation of  the  manners,  with  a  view  only  to  punish-* 
meat  pro  salute  animcBy  the  statute  was  a  bar. .  They 
pronounced  that  judgment  distinctly,  drawing  the  at- 
tention of  those  persons  who  heard  the.  judgment  to 
that  distinction ;  and  they,  in  their  judgment,  there- 
fore, allowed  the  party  to  proceed  below,  for  the  pur- 
pose of  deprivation,  and  for  the  purpose  of  depri.v»-^ 
tion  only.  They  said  there  are  two  objects  for  which 
this  suit  is  instituted,  or  the  judgment  may  be  direct-, 
ed  to  two  purposes,  those  purposes  which  1  stated.. 
As  to  one,  the  Court  cannot  proceed,  because  it  is  out 
of  time.  With  respect  to  the  other,  we  are  of  (^inioil 
that  the  statute  does  not  apply,  and  ther^re  the 
Comt  below  may  proceed  for  that  particular  object. 

The  Court  of  King's  Bench  was  warranted  in  so 
severing  that  judgment,  not  merely  upon  principle, 
but  on  reference  to  the  cases  which  were  quoted.  It 
f^pears  to  me  tliat  in  principle  the  case  of  Slater  y« 
Smallhroohe^  *  was  directly  in  point,  that  was  a  pro- 
ceeding against  a  paily  who  had  obtained  forged 
orders,  and  was  instituted  to  a  benefice.  A  proliibiticm 
was  obtained,  and  the  case  came  before  the  Couilof 
King's  Bench,  and  the  Court  of  King's  Bench  held  that 
the  Spiritual  Court  had  no  jurisdiction  to  enquire  into 
the  forgery  of  orders,  with  a  view  of  punishing .  for 
such  forgery,  that  is  to  say,  as  a  temporal  (^ence» 
but  that  they  might  ^qiiire  into  that  offence  for,  tha 
purpose  of  deprivation,  and  pf  deprivation,  only* 
The  Court  below,  therefore,  was  allowed  to  proceed, 

^  *  \  Ley.  138.  1  Sid.  217.  The  prohibition  was  refasedy  be-' 
caase  the  forgery-  was  touching,  an  Ecclesiastical  matter,  an<) 
the  proceeding  with  a  view  to  deprivation  quia  mere  Laicus. 
See  S.  C'  but  not  S.  P.  1  Kel.  731.' 
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18'28.  and  to  enquire  into  the  particular  offence  of  forgery, 
WKME  not  with  a  view  to  punish  for  that  forgery  ia  the  ordi- 
Bu&eoYNB.  °^i*y  ^^y>  ui  which  the  Ecclesiastical  Court  punishes 
for  that  offence,  but  for  die  purpose  of  deprivatioii ; 
and  according  to  the  report  of  the  case  for  deprivatioii 
only.  That  case  applies  strictly  to  the  present.  By 
the  operation  of  the  statute  27  Geo.  3.  the  Court 
below,  the  Spiritual  Court,  cannot  proceed  to  enquire 
into  the  incontin^ice  and  fornication  of  Doctor  Free, 
with  a  view  to  punish  him  in  the  ordinary  mode,  pro 
salute  amnuB  et  reformatione  mommy  but  they  may, 
according  to  the  construction  which  the  Court  of  King's 
Bench  has  put  upon  the  Act,  proceed  to  enquire  into 
the  incontinence  and  f(n*nicaUon,  for  the  purpose  (tf 
deprivation,  and  deprivation  only.  I  conceive,  there- 
fore, that  the  case  of  Slater  v.  Smallbrooke  is  pre- 
cisely in  principle  the  same  as  this  case. 

In  the  case  of  Townsend  v.  Thorpe^  *  the  Judg- 
ment prcmounced  after  much  consideratiiMi  by  the 
Court  of  King's  Bench,  is  precisely  to  the  same  effect. 
That  was  a  suit  instituted  against  a  parish  clerk  finr 
the  purpose  of  deprivation.  He  was  chaiged  with 
various  oflences  of  an  indecent  nature,  which  it  is 
not  necessary  to  particularize.  A  writ  of  prohibitiim 
was  issued  out,  and  the  party  declared  in- prohibition. 
The  Court  held  that  a  Spiritual  Court  has  no  jurisdic- 
tion whatever,  to  enquire  into  those  offences  for  the 
purpose  of  punishing  those  offences  civilly ;  but  that 
the  Court  may  enquire  into  those  offences  for  the  pur-, 
pose  of  deprivation ;  and  that  was  the  judgment  {»o- 
nounced  by  the  Court,  severing  the  two  parts  of  the 
charge  and  allowing  an  enquiry  for  the  purpose  of  depri- 
vation ;  and  the  judgment  of  the  Court  passed  accord<- 

♦  2  Lord  Raym.  607.  2  Stra.  776.  sed  t>id€  M2. 
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ingly .  Now  that  also  is  a  case  precisely  similar  to  the  18^ 
present,  and  it  is  not  only  similar  in  principle,  but  it  nm 
confirms  the  judgment  of  the  Court  of  King's  Bench,  bvrc^yvb. 
because  the  judgment  is  substantially  that,  with  a  view 
to  deprivation  only,  (whatever  forms  it  may  be  neces- 
sary fw  the  Ecclesiastical  Court  to  adopt,)  with  that 
view  only  the  Court  below  may  proceed.  If  the  object 
oithe  Court  below  is  to  proceed,  for  the  purpose  of  pu- 
nishing for  incontinence,  pro  saltUe  animcB  et  refor^ 
matiane  morum^  in  that  case  the  statute  applies:  but 
the  Court  of  King's  Bench  says  we  will  allow  the  parties 
to  proceed  in  the  Court  below,  for  the  purpose  of  d6- 
privaticm  only,  with  all  those  forms  and  those  ceremo- 
nies, and  that  manner  of  proceeding,  which  is  ne- 
cessary for  the  purpose  of  carrying  on  a  suit  for  de- 
privation. If,  therefore,  you  are  satisfied  that  the 
construction  put  upon  this  Act  of  Parliament  by  the 
Court  of  King's  Bench,  is  the  correct  construction, 
about  which  you  will  probably  entertain  no  doubt, 
the  judgment  up  to  this  point  should  be  affirmed. 

The  only  questicm  which  remains  for  consideration 
is  the  question  of  costs,  and  I  confess  I  at  first  enter- 
tained connderable  doubts  upon  that  point.  The 
party  who  succeeds  on  Demurrer  in  prohibition,  was  not 
entitled  to  his  costs,  previously  to  Uie  Act  of  8th  and 
9th  William  3.  Unless  therefore  it  is  clear  from 
the  Act  of  8th  and  9th  William  3.  that  he  is  en- 
titled to  his  costs,  they  cannot  be  given.  Now  that 
Act  says  that  if  the  Plaintiff  on  Demurrer  obtains 
judgment,  he  shall  be  entitled  to  his  costs.  What  is 
the  case  in  the  present  instance "?  A  prohibition  is  ap- 
pUed  for,  to  restrain  the  Spiritual  Court  from  proceed- 
ing upon  certain  articles.  The  judgment  of  the  Court 
of  King's  Bench  was,  that  upon  those  articles  the 
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182S.  party  should  proceed^  but  with  this  species  of  excep- 
tion that  they  should  proceed  in  a  qualified  way,  and 
for  a  particular  object  That  is  a  judgment  at  least 
as  much  for  the  Defendant  as  for  the  Plaintiff.  How 
can  that  be  said  to  be  a  judgment  for  the  Plaintiff  in 
prohibition,  more  than  it  is  a  judgment  for  the  Defeih- 
dant?  If  that  be  so  it  cannot  be  said  that  die  Plain- 
tiff has  obtained  judgmait  upon  his  Demurrer, — ^it  is 
a  judgment  for  the  D^endant  in  Demurrer,  qualified 
in  th^  mann^  I  have  stated.  The  Court  of  King's 
Bench,  considering  this  as  a  case  not  within  the  6tatttte» 
a  coMs  omissus^  held  that  the  Defaidant  was  not  en- 
titled to  his  costs  in  that  Court.  If  it  is  a  canu 
omissus — if  that  is  the  right  construction  of  the  Act 
of  Parham^it — it  must  follow  that  it  was  not  the  in- 
tentiixi  of  the  legislature  under  such  circumstances,  that 
the  Plaintiff  in  Demurrer  should  be  ^ititled  to  his  costs. 
I  should,  therefore,  recommend  to  your  Lordships, 
that  the  judgment  of  the  Court  of  King's  Bench  should 
be  affirmed ;  and  I  think,  under  all  the  circumstances 
of  this  case,  that  the  judgment  should  be  affirmed 
with  costs. 


Judgment  affirmed^  with  100^  costs. 
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18SS. 


(ENGLAND.) 

(OOURT  (XF  BXCHBQUBR.) 

Tbqmas  Lewis  and  Robbrt  Andrew  )    ^       ,7     . 
Si«vEN9 . \  Appellants. 

HENkY  Allnutt Respondent 

A.,  the  owner  of  the  tithes  of  ft  district  in  a  parish,  and  B.|  his 

lessee,  in  July,  1824,  file  a  Bill  in  Chancery  against  C,  the 

occupier  of  lands  within  the  district,  praying  an  account  for 

six  years  back  of  the  tithes  of  clover,  vetches,  meadow  and 

rye  grass,  and  other  grasses,  cot  green,  and  partly  left  in  the 

swathe,  and  partly  cocked :  C.  by  his  answer,  admits  the  title 

#f  A.  and  B.  to  the  tithes  of  the  district,  and  his  own  occo* 

patien,  and  the  taking  of  the  tithes;  but  contends  that  the 

6k>ver,  ke.f  are  small  tithes,  and  belong  to,  and  are  claimed 

by  the  vicar,  and  that  he  pays  to  -the  vicar  a  composition  for 

a)l  the  small  tithes,  and  that  the  clover.  Sec.  had  been  used  as 

ft0en  meat  fbr  his  husbandry  horses ;  and  upon  these  grounds  he 

deiues  the  title  of  the  Plaintiffil  to  the  tithes  in  question. 

It  appeared  in  evidence,  that  in  the  year  18*22,  C.  had  written  a 

letter  to  B.  stating,  that  on  the  day  of  writing  the  letter,  he 

sfaonld  cut  vetches,  and  set  out  the  tithe,  and  that  he  had  no 

#byection  to  oonq^oimd  ;  and  in  the  year  1824  a  letter  having 

been  writtem  by  the  Solicitor  of  A.,  threatening  to  file  a  biU 

for  the  tithes  in  question ;  C,  by  his  answer  to  that  letter,  says^ 

that  he  has  never  refused  to  pay  the  lessee   the  tithes   of 

green  clover,  vetches,  and  grass. 

tTpon  these  admissiotts,  notwithstanding  the  objections  raised  by 

the  answer,  held  (reversing  the  decree  of  the  Court  below,) 

that  the  Plainti&  were  inlitled  to  a  decree  for  an  account. 

Whether  the  natural  or  artificial  grasses,   cut  green  and  lying 

in  the  swathe,  or  set  up  in  cocks,  are  great  or  small  tithes, 

and  whedier  if  given  to  husbandry  horses,  there  being  other 

Ibod  gn>wn  on  the  Ihru  suficient  for  these  horses^  they  are 

fOBempt  from  tithe.   Qu€er0» 

f>2 
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1828.  XN  this  Cause  a  Bill  in  Chancery  was  filed  by  the 
LRWI8  Appellants  as  owner  and  lessee,  of  the  tithes  of  a 
^iLNUTT.  district  or  portion  of  land  within  the  parish  of 
Cookhain,  in  Berkshire ;  called  by  the  name  of  the 
Lower  Division,  stating  their  respective  titles,  and 
that  the  Respondent  bad,  in  the  years  1819,  1820, 
1821,  1822,  1823,  and  1824,  occupied  a  certain  ferm 
or  portion  of  arable,  meadow,  and  pasture  land,  lying 
within  the  parish  of  Cookham,  or  the  titheable  places 
thereof;  and  that  the  Respondent  had,  in  each  of  the 
years-  1819,  1820,  1821,  1822,  1823,  and  1824,  cut 
tod  taken  from  off  his  said  lands,  situate  within  the 
boundaries  aforesaid,  large  quantities  of  clover  and 
vetches,  meadow  and  rye  gi*ass,  and  other  grasses 
which  he  had  from  time  to  time  carried  off  whilst 
green,  and  without  making  the  same  into  hay,  part 
thereof  in  the  swathe,  the  other  part  thereof  in  heaps 
or  cocks ;  and  the  Appiellant  submitted  that  the  tithes 
of  all  such  clover,  vetches,  gi*asses,  and  tares,  so  cot 
and  taken  away  by  the  Respondent,  ought  to  have 
been  set  out  by  the  Respondent  to  the  Appellant  R.  A. 
Stevens  as  lessee,  or  a  fiiU  compensation  for  the  same 
ought  to  have  been  paid  to  the  Appellant ;  but  that 
the  Respondent  had  taken  the  tithes  of  all  the  tithe- 
able  matters  and  things  aforesaid,  and  converted  the 
j^ame  to  his  own  use,  without  setting  out  the  same  to 
the  Appellant  R.  A.  Stevens  as  lessee,  and  without 
making  to  tlie  Appellant  any  allowance  or  satis&ctioQ 
for  the  same. 

By  the  amended  bill  the  Appellants  charged  that 
if,  as  the  Respondent  pretended  he  had  given  any 
part  of  such  clover,  vetches,  grasses,  and  tares  to 
husbandry  horses,  he  had  at  the.  time  upon  his  fann 
and  lands  sufficient  provender  or  food,  or  in  case 
he  had  not  sold  or  disposed  of  the  same,  he  might 
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have  had  upon  his  farm  suflScient  provender  or  food  1828. 
fit  for  the  sustenance  of  such  husbandry  horses,  with- 
out having  recourse  to  such  clover,  vetches,  tares,  and 
grasses,  so  carried  away  green.  The  Appellants 
ftirther  charged  that  the  tithes  of  such  clover,  vet- 
ches, grasses,  and  tares,  in  hct  belonged  to  and  ought 
to  have  been  set  out  by  the  Respondent  to  the  Appel- 
lant R.  A.  Stevens  :  and,  after  suggesting  that  the 
Respondent  at  times  pretended,  though  contrary  to 
the  fact,  that  he  had  accounted  for  such  tithes  to 
the  vicar  of  the  parish,  the  Appellants  charged  that 
the  Respondent  had  admitted  the  Appellant's  title  to 
the  tithes  of  green  clover,  vetches,  and  grass  grown 
iipon  the  iSBds  in  the  Respondent's  holding  during 
the  several  years  respectively  before  mentioned ;  and 
particularly  that  the  Respondent  in  the  years  1822 
and  1824  admitted  that  the  Appellant  R.  A.  Stevens 
was  entitled  to  the  tithes  of  the  green  clover,  vetcherf, 
and  grass  grown  upon  the  lands  in  his  the  Respon- 
dent's holding.  The  amended  bill  prayed,  that  the 
Respondent  might  be  compelled  by  the  decree  of 
the  Court  to  come  to  a  fair  and  just  account  with  the 
A|>f)ellant  R.  A.  Stevens  for  the  single  value  of  the 
tithes  of  all  the  clover,  vetches,  tares,  and  grasses 
which  he  in  manner  aforesaid  had  and  took  upon  and 
fixHn  off  his  farm  and  lands  in  each  and  every  of  the 
years  1819,  1820,  1821,  1822,  1823,  and  1824,  and 
that  the  Respondent  might  be  decreed  to  pay  the 
Ajipellant  R.  A.  Stevens  what  should  appear  to  be 
coming  to  tlie  Appellant  on  the  taking  of  the  account^ 
and  for  general  relief. 

The  Respondent,  by  his  answer  to  the  original  bill; 
stated,  that  he  believed  it  to  be  true  that  the  Appel- 
lant Lewis  was,  in  and  prior  to  the  time  in  the  bill 
mentioned,  and  had  ever  since  continued  to  be  seizei) 
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1826.  (yf  or  well  entitled  to  the  titheg  of  corn,  gnii!,  hay» 
LEWIS  and  all  other  the  great  tithes,  yearly  anaingy  renev- 
log,  and  inci-easing,  within  such  district  or  portioii  of 
land  as  in  the  bill  mentioned ;  and  that  such  district 
or  p(Mrtion  of  land  was  known  by  the  name  of  the 
Lower  Divisicm  of  the  parish  of  Cookham,  a^d  ^btii 
such  indenture  of  demise  was  made  by  and  bekween 
auch  parties,  and  to  such  purport  and  eflEect  aa  get 
forth  in  the  bill :  and  that,  under  such  indentHre  of 
demise,  the  Appellant  R.  A.  Stevens  became  eotided 
to  the  tithe  of  com,  grain,  and  all  other  the  great 
tithes,  yearly  arising,  growing,  renewing,  and  inr 
creasing  upon  all  the  lands  situate  within  siidi  pait 
of  the  parish  of  Cookham,  or  the  titheable  parts  there*- 
of,  as  was  or  were  comprised  within  the  limits,  bounda, 
and  precincts  described  in  the  bill. 

He  thereby  also  admitted  the  occupation  of  lands 
within  the  district,  and  the  perception  of  the  clover, 
&c.,  from  the  lands,  for  the  several  years  and  in  the 
manner  stated  in  the  bill.  But  he  denied  that  the 
tithe  of  all  such  ck>ver,  vetches,  grass,  and  tares, 
so  cut  and  taken  away  by  him  in  a  green  state,  ought 
to  have  been  set  out  to  the  Appellant  R.  A.  Stevens: 
or  that  any  compensation  in  respect  of  the  same  ought 
to  have  been  paid  to  the  said  Appellant  in  reqpeet 
thereof;  and  he  submitted  that  ail  such  clover, 
vetches,  grass,  and  tares,  whilst  ip  a  green  state,  H 
titheable  at  all,  was  titheable  as  a  vicarial  or  somU 
tithe,  and  of  right  belonging  to  the  vicar  for  the 
time  being  of  the  parish  of  Cookham ;  and  that  the 
Appellant  R.  A.  Stevens,  as  lessee  under  the  Apptl** 
hnt  Thomas  Lewis,  who  was  the  lay  impropriator  of 
the  rectorial  or  great  tithe,  was  not  entitled  to  the  same. 

The  Respondent  admitted,  that  he  had,  by  reason  of 
fttch  ctover^  vetches,  tares,  and  grass,  being  (if  liabb 
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to  any  tithe,)  titheable  to  the  vicar  for  the  time  b^ng,  MW 
to  wh(Mu  the  Respondent  paid  the  annual  sum  of  18/. 
M  a  composition  in  lieu  <^  his  vicarial  or  small  tithe, 
cut  and  carried  away  diva^  quantities  of  such  clover, 
vetches,  tares,  and  grass,  whilst  in  a  green  state,  with- 
out setting  out  the  same  to  the  Appellant  R.  A.  Ste- 
v^M,  as  such  lessee,  except  as  thereinafb^  excepted, 
and  had  converted  the  same  to  iiis  own  use,  and  with- 
'  eot  making  to  the  Appellant  any  allowance  or  satb- 
fsLction  in  respect  thareof. 

The  Respondent  denied  that  the  AppeUaata,  or 
Cither  of  them,  ever  made  such  applications  and  re- 
quests to  him  as  mentioned  in  the  bill,  or  that  he 
had  refused  to  comply  therewith ;  but  he  said  that 
!in  or  about  the  spring  of  tlie  year  1828,  having 
been  informed  that  the  Appellant  R.  A.  Stevew 
intended  to  claim  the  afwesaid  tithe  of  green  meat, 
he  tlie  Respondent,  in  wder  to  avoid  litigation,  set 
wit  the  same,  and  having  apprized  the  Appellant  R. 
A.  Stevesis  thereof,  requested  him  to  take  the  same 
away  ;  and  that  thereupon  the  Appellant  R.  A.  Ste- 
vens replied  in  the  words,  or  to  the  effect  following, 
that  is  to  sky,  ^^  You  had  better  take  it  up,  I  don't 
want  any  thing  more  than  my  r^t,  it  willbed^ermin*- 
ed  DOW  whether  I  have  any  right  to  it  or  not,  as  Sa: 
Samuel  Young  s  Cause*  wUl  soon  be  settled  f  and 
that  the  Respondaott  by  such  answer  understood  that 
the  AppeUant  R.  A.  Stevens  agreed  that  his  daia 

«  Thb  was  a  suit  for  tithes  in  the  Exchequer,  raising  the  same 
•^pMStion*— in  anbstaace  as  in  this  appeal.  The  decree  in  the 
£xcbequer  was  ayaiasi  the  tithe-owiier,  and  for  the  occupier. 
From  which  decree  as  appeal  was  pending,  and  would  have  been 
beard  at  the  same  time  with  this  appeal ;  but  just  before  the  timp 
appointed  for  hearing,  the  Respondent  died.  The  cause  still  re- 
mains abated.  The  report  of  the  ease  in  the  Court  below,  is  to 
boiKmdia  18  Pftfie^s  Rap.  AM.  Liwis  ▼.  Fmu^,  Bait. 
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1^^*  in  respect  of  the  tithe  of  clover,  vetches,  grass,  and 
tares,  should  be  determined  by  the  decision  of  the 
Court  of  Exchequer  in  the  suit  then  pending  between 
the  Appellants  and  the  said  Sir  S.  Young,  Bart. 
And  that  the  Respondent  had,  in  consequence  cf  such 
understanding,  cut  and  cairied  away,  and  had  since 
continued  to  cut  and  carry  away  divers  quantities  of 
the  clover,  vetches,  grass,  and  tares,  whilst  in  a  green 
state,  without  setting  out  any  tithe  in  respect  thereof 
to  the  Appellant  R.  A.  Stevens. 

The  Respondent  admitted  that  he  had  given  to  his 
husbandry  horses  divers  quantities  of  such  clovei", 
vetches,  grass,  and  tares,  whilst  in  a  green  state  ;  and 
that  so  much  of  the  residue  thereof  ivhich  was  not 
converted  into  hay  was  consumed  by  his  cows.  And 
he  said  that  if  the  Court  should  be  of  opinion  that 
he  ought  to  set  forth  an  account  in  respect  tliereof  he, 
for  the  reasons  thereinafter-mentioned,  was  unable  so 
to  do,  except  that  in  the  year  1824  the  principal  part  of 
the  Respondent's  hay  having,  owing  to  the  rains,  been 
spoilt  and  so  badly  got  up  as  to  be  lit  only  for  litter 
and  feed  for  cows,  the  clover,  vetches,  grass,  and  tares, 
were  in  consequence  wholly  consumed  by  his  husbandry 
liorses;  and  that  in  respect  of  the  years  1819,  1820, 
1821,  1822,  and  1823,  in  which  he  had  succeeded  in 
getting  in  his  hay  in  good  condition,  after  allowing 
the  usual  proportion  of  green  meat  for  his  husbandry 
horses,  the  quantity  of  clover,  vetches,  grass,  and 
tares  consumed  on  his  farm  and  lands  in  a  green 
state  had  not  been  more  than  sufficient  for  their  sus- 
tenance ;  and  that  the  residue  thereof  had  been  con- 
verted into  hay,  the  tithe  whereof  had  been  duly  set 
out  to  the  Appellant  R.  A.  Stevens,  or  a  full  compen-f 
sation  paid  to  him  in  lieu  thereof. 

He  said,  that  for  the  reasons  in  his  answer  men- 
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tioned  he  was  unable  to  set  forth  what  was  the  value  1828. 
of  tlie  clover,  vetches,  grass,  and  tares,  or  the  state  lbwis 
thereof  respectively  when  the  same  were  so  cut  and  car- 
ried away  as  aforesaid,  or  how  much  thereof  respective- 
ly was  taken  whilst  the  same  was  in  heaps  or  cocks ; 
nor  could  he  set  forth  a  full,  true,  and  particular  ac'^ 
count  of  all  the  said  clover,  vetches,  grass,  and  tares 
so  cut  and  carried  from  off  his  said  farm  and  lands  in 
each  or  any  of  the  years  1819,  1820,  1821,  1822, 
1823,  and  1824,  save  as  aforesaid,  or  of  the  value 
thereof  in  each  or  any  of  the  said  years,  or  of  the 
value  of  the  tithe  thereof. 

By  his  answer  to  the  amended  bill  the  Respondent 
denied  that  he  ever  admitted  the  Appellant's  title  to 
the  tithes  of  green  clover,  vetches,  and  grass  upon 
the  lands  in  the  Respondent's  holding,  during  the  se- 
veral years  mentioned  in  the  amended  bill,  or  particu- 
larly in  the  years  1822  and  1824 ;  but  he  said 
that  in  the  year  1824,  for  the  reasons  set  forth  in 
his  former  answer,  he  set  out  the  tithes  of  the 
green  clover^  vetches,  and  grass,  and  invited  the 
Appellant  R.  A.  Stevens  to  take  the  same  away ;  but 
th^  Respondent,  at  the  time  of  his  so  setting  out  the 
said  tithes,  expressly  protested  against  the  Appel- 
lant's title  thereto :  and  that  thei*eupon  the  Appellant 
R.  A.  Stevens  declined  to  take  possession  thereof. 

The  Appellants  replied  to  the  answers,  and  the 
Respondent  rejoined :  whereupon  the  cause  being  at 
issue,  evidence  was  entered  into  by  the  Appellants, 
but  no  evidence  was  given  by  the  Respondent  either 
to  prove  the  title  of  the  vicar  to  the  tithes  in  question, 
or  to  support  any  other  of  the  allegations  contained  in 
•  his  answers. 

The  cause  was  heard  before  the  Vice  Chancellor, 
on  the  10th  of   February,    1827,    when,   on  the 
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182a  part  of  the  Appellant,  were  read  the  passages  of 
I.BWI8  the  Respondent's  answer  to  the  original  bill,  contain- 
ing the  admissions  of  the  title  oS  the  Appdknts :  of 
his  own  occupation  cf  lands  within  the  district ;  of  die 
taking  of  clov^,  &c.  from  those  lands  daring  the  years 
and  in  the  mann^  set  forth  in  the  bill ;  of  his  denial 
that  the  tithes  of  tiiose  articles  belonged  to  the  Ap* 
pellant  as  lessee  of  the  impropriator,  and  his  snbfloiii- 
sion  to  the  judgment  of  the  Court  whether  they  did 
not  belong  to  the  vicar. 

There  was  also  read  a  deposition  by  the  AppeUaat^s 
Solicitor,  proving  a  letter  written  by  him  to  the  Re- 
spondent, stating  that  a  bill  for  an  account  of  the  tithes 
in  question  would  forthwith  be  filed  against  him ;  to 
which  letter  die  foUowinganswer,  (proved  as  an  exhibit) 
was  returned.---^*  Sir,  Never  having  refused  to  pay 

Mr.  Stevens  for  the  tithes  of  green  clover,  vetches, 

and  grass  grown  upon  the  lands,  in  my  holding 

within  Mr.  Lewis's  tithing,  it  k  unnecessary  for  me  to 
*^  do  more  than  acknowledge  the  receipt  of  your  ktter, 
♦*  (Signed)  Henry  Allnutt,  June  23,  1824."  The 
ioUowing  letter  from  the  Respondait  to  the  Appellant 
Stevens,  was  also  proved  as  an  exhibit :  *^  Sir,  I 
<«  shall  cut  up  vetches  upon  the  acre  n^Lt  your  clover 

in  Sutton  to  day.  As  I  have  not  found  yon  at 
^'  home  when  I  have  called,  I  shall  set  out  the  tidie  at 

present,  but  have  no  objection  to  compound  for  it, 

as  I  think  it  best  for  both  paiiies  to  do  so«  (Signed) 
"  Henry  Allnutt,  June  8,  1822." 

The  Vice  Chancellor  decreed  that  the  Appellaot^s 
bill  should  be  disnussed  with  costs. 

The  af^al  was  agaic^  this  decree. 

For  the  Appellants. — Mr.  Fonblanque  «A  Mr. 
JSpenee. 

The  tithes  of  clover,  vetdMS,  meadow,  rye,  aad 
other  grasses,  when  severed    from  the  ground  by 
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the  scythe,  or  in  any  way  b«t  by  the  mouths  of  >^W- 
cattle,  are  great  tithe,  astd  the  property  of  the  rector,  mwi» 
lay  impropriatcH-,  or  other  party  entitled  to  the  tithe  of  ^^,^^,^^ 
hay  from  the  mcmient  oS  severaiBice,  whatever  may  be 
the  purpose  to  which  the  same  may  be  applied,  except 
in  the  event  of  their  being  wppheA  for  the  sustenance 
of  husbandry  cattle,  the  fiunner  having  no  other  suffi* 
eient  provender  fw  such  cattle»  which  in  this  case  was 
notattempted  tobemadeout.  The  Appellants  are  en<- 
titled  to  a  decree  for  an  account  of  the  tithes  ci  the 
titheable  matters,  as  prayed  by  the  bill,  more  espe- 
cially as  no  evidence  was  stared  into  by  the  Respoo- 
dant  to  prove  the  aUeged  title  of  the  vicar  to  such 
tithes ;  and  it  was  proved  by  the  Appellants  that  the 
Respondent  had  admitted  the  Appellant  R.  A.  Sti^ 
yens*s  title  to  such  tithes. 

But  in  case  the  A^^llants  sh(mld  not  be  considered 
as  entitled  to  the  tithes  of  all  the  titheable  matters 
.enumerated,  they  are  at  least  entitled  to  the  tithes  of 
such  parts  thereof  as  were  put  into  cocks,  inasmuch  as 
whm  grass  is  put  into  cocks,  it  is  ihm  in  a  state  in 
which  the  farmer  is  bound  by  law  to  set  out  and  dis- 
tinguish the  nine  parts  from  the  tenth  or  tithe ;  and 
the  carrying  away  such  part  of  the  grass  by  the  Re- 
jqpondent,  without  setting  out  the  tithe,  was  clearly 
contrary  to  law.* 

7%^  Lard  Chancellor.— On  considerine  this  ease  24thjiiDe» 

*!>  182S 

and  referring  to  the  admissions  in  the  answer,  it  ap- 
pears to  me  that  this  decree  was  evid^tly  made  in 
mistake.  The  letter  of  the  Respondent,  dated  the 
8th  of  June,  1822,  contains  a  cIcat  admission  of  his 
being  subject  to  the  paymrat  of  tithe. — ^In  my  opinion 
the  judgment  must  be  ovaruled.-^l  think  the  Plaice 

*  No  conntel  appoartd  for  the  RMpondent 
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1828.      tiff  jQ^gt  then  apply  to  the  court  from  which  the  case 

LKWI8  came,  for  a  decree  for  an  account. 
ALLMijTT.  W®  ^^h  g^v®  judgment,  under  the  special  cir- 
cumstances which  appear  upon  the  evidence  in  the 
cause,  and  particularly  on  the  admission  of  the  De- 
fendant himself.  As  to  the  particular  form,  in  which 
the  judgment  should  be  drawn  up,  we  will  consider 
further  before  we  pronounce  it.^ — ^This  decides  nothing 
with  respect  to  the  general  question^  as  between  the 
Rector  and  other  parties,  in  this  Parish  ;  but  on 
the  particular  evidence,  and  the  admissions  in  the 
cause,  the  Appellants  are  entitled  to  a  deci'ee. 

We  decide  this,  upon  the  evidence — ^I  do  not  find 
any  thing  to  explain  that  letter,  to  which  I  have  ad- 
verted. 

I  see  there  is  another  letter  written  on  the  23d  of 
June,  1824,  in  consequence  of  an  application  from 
Messrs.  Freame  and  Best,  in  which  he  says,  "  Never 
**  having  refused  to  pay  Mr.  Stevens  for  the  tithe  of 
"  green  clover,  vetches,  and  grass,  grown  upon  the 
**  lands,  upon  my  holding  within  Mr.  Lewis's  tithing, 
*'  it  is  unnecessary  for  me  to  do  more  than  acknow- 
**  ledge  the  receipt  of  your  letter  of  the  21st  instant." 
He  does  not  any  w^here  deny  the  right  of  the  rector, 
and  he  admits  the  right  in  that  other  letter.  He 
never  thinks  of  denying  the  right  till  he  comes  to 
his  answer. 

It  is  said  that  the  tithe  belongs  to  the  vicar,  but 
there  is  no  evidence  to  establish  the  right  of  the 
vicar.  It  is  possible  that  the  right  may  be  in  the 
vicar ;  but  then  it  must  be  established  by  proof.  It  is 
to  be  taken,  nothing  being  shewn  to  the  contrary,  to 
be  in  the  rector,  and  in  this  case  there  is  no  evidence 

m 

to  disprove  the  right  in  him. 
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24tb  June,  1828. 


1828. 


Ordered  and  adjudged,  that,  upon  coDsidering  tlie  particular 
evidence  and  admissions  in  this  cause,  the  decree  be  reversed, 
and  it  is  hereby  declared,  that  the  Appellants  are  entitled  to  have 
and  receive,  from  the  Respondent,  the  single  value  of  the  tithes  of 
all  the  clover,  vetches,  tares,  and  grasses  bad  and  taken  by  him 
from  off  his  farm  and  lands,  in  each  and  every  or  any  of  the 
years  1810,  1820,  &c.  or  demanded  by  the  Appellant's  bill,  in 
the  cause,  and  that  the  Respondent  ought  to  pay  to  the  Appellant 
R.  A.  Stevens,  what  should  be  found  due  upon  such  account,  to- 
gether with  the  costs  of  the  cause ;  and  it  is  also  declared,  that  the 
Appellants  are  entitled  to  be  repaid  such  costs  as  they  have  paid 
to  the  Respondent  in  pursuance  of  the  decree  of  dismissal.— 
And  it  is  further  ordered,  that  it  be  referred  to  the  Court  of,  &C.9 
to  give  directions  to  carry  the  judgment  into  execution. 
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(OOUBT  OF  BICCHBQIDBR.) 

The  Revereod  Henbagb  ELaLcr,  ?  AnoMints 
Clerk,  and  Hdibt  Babtok    -S  "W****"*^* 

Hie  Rcfferend  Watbow  Sior)    i2^^Mi«ii«rf 
Dowwiaon,  Cl^     •    .    •    .  5        '^^^^^ 


Upoo  abillfor  titliesbjaTicuragaiiistdieoccii|ucfBof  aacstaii 
which  had  bekmged  to  the  KnighU  Hotpitallen  of  SC  Joha 
of  Jerusmlem ;  and,  after  Iho  diMolatioo  of  the  monastariet, 
bein^  Tested  in  King  Henry  the  Eighth,  had  boen  granted  bj 
him  to  the  Archbiahop  of  York  and  hia  aaceeaaort,  andar 
whom  the  Defendanta  occvpied ;  the  Deteadaala  pleaded  thai 
the  landa  were  hdd  by  the  Hoapital  exempt  lirom  tithea — that 
they  were  ao  hdd  and  granted  by  the  king  ;  and  th^  pnnvad 
that  no  tithea  had  within  meoMwy  been  paid  for  tha  laada. 
On  the  part  of  the  Ticar  waa  prodaccd  an  imspexiwms  of  aa 
inqaintion  made  nnder  the  anthority  of  the  Arehbiriiop  of 
York  in  1314 ;  by  which  it  waa  fbond,  after  apedfying  certain 
ti^ea,  **  thai  the  Ticar  onght  to  receire  mii  oiker  Hikes  to  the 
**  aaid  chnrch  belonging,  (except  com  and  hay,)   which  the 
**  amater  and  brethren  of  the  hoapital  of  St.  John  of  Jmnatalem 
*'  receired  aa  rectors :  bat  that  all  the  ricara  had,  erer  mnea 
«*  the  time  of  the  ordination  of  the  Ticarage,  reeeiTod  all  other 
«*  tithes,  and  peaceably,  and  did  ao  at  that  tinw,  bat  tfaej 
**  bound  to  giTo  thar  tithe  of  com  and  hay.'* 

Held,  i^on  the  eridence  of  thia  docoflMnt,  tlmt  the  Ticar  waa 
tided  Id  die  dthea  daimed  by  hia  bifl. 


The  Bespondent,  inHiluy  term  1819»  exhibited  his 
bill  of  complaint  in  the  Coort  of  Exchequer,  agaioBt 
the  AppdhntB,  stating,  among  other  HAntg^  that  he 
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was,  in  1784,  presented,  institated,  axxd  inducted  into      ^^* 
the  vicarage  and  parish  church  of  Feliskirk  in  the 
county  of  York ;  and  as  such  vicar,  by  some  ancient 
endowment,  or  by  prescription  or  immemorial  usi^e, 
had  ever  since  been,  and  then  was  entitled  to  re- 
ceive all  the  tithes  yearly  arising  in  the   parish, 
or  the  titheable   places  thereof,  except  the  tithes 
of  com,  hay,  and  wood ;  and  further  stating  that 
the  Appelhmt  Heneage  Elsley  was  the  owner  of 
a  mansion  house  and  hereditaments  situate  within 
the  parish  thereof,  called  Mount  St.  John,  which 
in  and  since  the  year  1782,  the  Appellant  Heneage 
Elsley  had  demised  to  the  persons  therein  named, 
(and  amongst  others  the  Appellant  Henry  Barton,) 
or  the  same  had   been  occupied  by  the  Appellant 
Heneage  Elsley  himself;  and  further  stating  that  in 
and  since   1792,  such  successive  occupiers  tha-eof 
had  had  divers  titheable  matters  and  things  (besides 
com,  hay,   and  wood,)   upon  the  premises  called 
Mount  St.  John^  the  tithes  of  which  ought  to  have 
been  set  out  for  the  Respondent  as  vicar,  but  that 
the  same  had  been  subtracted  from  him ;  and  pray* 
ing  that  an  account  might  be  taken  under  the  decree 
of  the  Court,  of  the  tithes  of  the  several  titheable 
matters  and  things  had  and  taken  by  the  persons 
therdui  named,  and  by  the  Appellants,  Heneage 
Elsley  and  Henry  Barton,  respectively,  in  and  from 
tlie  year  1792 ;  and  that  the  Appellants  n%ht  be 
decreed  to  answer  and  satisfy  what  should  be  coming 
due  to  him  from  them  respectively,  upon  the  taking 
of  such  account. 

The  Appellants  appeared  and  put  in  th^  answer 
to  the  bill,  and  thereby  stated,  amongst  other  things, 
that  they  did  not  believe  that  the  Respondent  was 
entitled,  by  the  means  in  the  bill  mentiixied  or  other- 
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1828.  ^se,  to  any  tithes  yearly  arising  upon  the  estate  or 
KL8I.ET  district  of  land  in  question ;  they  thereby  farther 
stated  that  there  was  a  certain  estate  or  distrk^  of 
laiid  situate  within  the  parish  of  Feliskirk,  called  or 
known  by  the  name  of  Mount  St.  John,  or  the  Mount 
Ring,  which  consisted  of  a  mansion  house,  and  the 
several  parcels  of  land  particularly  specified  in  the 
Appellants'  answer,  and  of  which  the  mansion  house 
and  hereditaments  mentioned  in  the  Respondent's  bill 
were  parcel ;  that  the  said  estate  or  district  of  land 
was  formerly  parcel  of  the  possessions  of  the  late 
hospital  of  St.  John  of  Jerusalem,  in  England,  which 
was  dissolved,  and  the  possessions  whereof  were  given 
to  the  crown  by  stat  32  H.  8.  c.  24,  intituled  ''An 
"  Act  concerning  the  possessions  of  St.  John  of  Je- 
''  rusalem,   in  England  and  Ireland." 

They  contended  that  the  said  estate  or  district  of  land 
was  by  composition,  prescription,  or  some  other  law- 
ful ways  and  means,  held  and  enjoyed  by  the  prior 
and  brethren  of  the  hospital  at  the  time  of  the  dis- 
solution thereof,  discharged,  as  well  in  the  hands 
of  themselves  as  of  their  lessees  or  tenants,  from 
the  payment  of  all  tithes,  as  well  great  as  small; 
that  the  said  estate  or  district  of  land  came  to 
the  crown  ^discharged  from  the  payment  of  tithes  by 
virtue  of  the  stat.  32  H.  8.  c.  24.  and  of  another 
statute  passed  in  the  3 1  H.  8.  c.  13.  intituled ''  An  Act 
''  for  dissolution  of  monasteries  and  abbeys,"  or  one 
of  them ;  that  after  the  said  estate  or  district  of  land 
came  to  the  crown,  the  same  was  granted  by  King 
Henry  the  Eighth,  in  the  thirty-fourth  year  of  his 
reign,  to  Edward,  then  Archbishop  of  York,  and  his 
successors ;  and  that  the  same  had  ever  since  belong- 
ed to  the  Archbishops  of  York  for  the  time  beinj^, 
and  had,  by  virtue  of  the  said  statutes,  or  one  of  them, 
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been  holden  and  enjoyed  by  the  said  Archbishops,  their  1828. 
lessees  and  tenants,  discharged  from  the  payment  of 
all  tithes,  as  well  great  as  small ;  that  no  tithes  arising 
upon  the  said  estate  or  district  of  land,  nor  any  sa- 
tbfaction  in  lieu  of  such  tithes,  had  ever  been  paid  to 
or  received  by  any  person  or  persons  whomsoever, 
since  the  dissolution  of  the  hospital,  except  the  tithes 
recovered  by  the  Respondent  in  the  late  suit*  men- 
tioned in  the  Appellants'  answer,  and  the  tithes  of 
parts  of  the  estate  or  district  of  land,  which  since 
the  decree  in  such  suit,  which  was  made  in  the  year 
1816,  had  been  rendered  to  the  Respondent,  but  to 
which  the  Appellants  believed  and  insisted  the  Re- 
spondent was  not  of  right  entitled. 

They  further  stated  by  their  answer  that  the  Ap- 
pellant Heneage  Elsley  had,  ever  since  the  year  1792, 
holden,  and  then  held  the  estate  or  district  of  land  as 
lessee  under  the  Archbishop  of  York ;  and  contend- 
ed that  the  Respondent  was  not  entitled  to  the  tithes 
claimed  by  his  bill,  and  they  insisted  that  such  tithes 
ought  not  to  have  been  set  Oat  for  him. 

The  Appellants  afterwards  yut  in  a  further  answer  re- 
lating to  certain  allotments  under  an  inclosure  act,  and 
claiming  the  same  exemption  as  to  the  lands  allotted. 

The  Respondent  having  replied,  and  the  cause 
being  at  issue,  the  Appellants  proved  the  grant  by 
Henry  the  Eighth,  of  the  lands  co];pposing  the  dis- 
trict of  Mount  St.  John,  their  identity,  and  the  non- 
payment of  tithe. 

*  There  had  been  a  suit  in  the  Exchequer  by  the  vicar  against 
other  occupiers  of  Mount  St.  John  ;  the  Defendants  in  that  case 
•et  op  a  title  to  the  tithes.  In  1816,  Thompson,  C.  B.,  pro. 
Qotmced  a  decree  for  the  Plaintiffs,  being  of  opinion  that  no  title 
to  the  tithes  had  been  made  out,  but  observing  that  the  ground 
of  exemption  not  having  been  taken,  it  was  unnecessary  to  con- 
sider the  Talidity  of  such  a  ground  of  defence. 
VOL.  II.  H 
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1^^  On  tlie  part  of  the  Respondent  as  evidence  of  the 

endowment  of  the  yicarage  of  Feliskiric,  it  was  proved 
by  the  inspeanmus  of  an  inquisition  registered  among 
the  records  in  the  Archbishop  of  York's  r^istry,  and 
produced  by  the  deputy  registrar  of  the  Archbishop 
of  York,  that  in  the  year  1314,  the  then  Archbishc^ 
of  York  issued  his  mandate,  directed  to  Andrew  de 
GrrymsUme,  then  sequestratcn*  in  the  Archdeacomry  of 
Cleveland,  commanding  him  upon  the  receipt  thereof 
without  k)6s  of  time,  to  go  to  the  church  of  St.  Felix, 
and  there  by  trusty  men  of  that  parish,  with  scrupa- 
k>us  diligence  to  inquire  in  what  portions  or  pn^ts  the 
vicarage  of  the  said  church  did  thai  ccmsist,    and  in 
possession  of  what  profits  William  de  Grymstooe  the 
last  vicar  therecrf*,  was  whilst  he  lived ;  and  in  the 
possession  of  what  profits  the  other  vicars,  his  prede- 
cessors,   were  since  the  time  of  the  wdination  of  the 
said  vicarage,  and  how  much  the  profits  to  the  said 
vicarage  appertaining,  were  worth  one  year  ¥rith  ano- 
ther, according  to  the  true  value  of  the  same,  with 
directions  to  citify  thereupon  distinctly  and  qpenly 
bdbre  the  octaves  (^  St.  Martin;  that  the  seques- 
trator, by  virtue  of  his  mandate,  wait  persooally  (e 
the  church  of  St  Felix,  and  by  trusty  and  wke  men 
d[  that  parish,  made  due  and  diUgent  inquisition  opon 
the  premises ;  by  which  he  finmd,  among^  other  thiiigs, 
that  the  vicar  of  the  church  of  St.  Felix  oi^i^  to  re- 
ceive the  tithe  of  wool  and  hmfas  of  the  whole  parish, 
and  that  it  was  worth,  one  year  with  another,  IOO9. ; 
the  lent  tithes,  and  the  three  oblations  in  the  year  wcfe 
worth,  one  year  with  another,  five  marks;  the  white  tithe 
was  worth, />er  annt/m,  1 65. ;  the  tithe  of  hens,  dHeka, 
and  pigs,  was  worth,  per  annum^  20s. ;  the  tidie  of 
hemp,  flax,  and  gardens  was  worth,  per  amitrm,  20f . ; 
the  tithe  of  calves,  pidlets,  and  bees,  was  wQithj/Mr  «i- 
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numf  Bs. :  and  that  it  was  to  be  known  that  the  vicar       ^^®- 
ought  to  receive  all  other  tithes  to  the  said  church  in      uslet 
any  wise  belonging,  excepting  only  the  tithe  of  corn ,  and    donn itow . 
the  tithe  of  hay,  which  the  master  and  bi-ethren  of  the 
hospital  of  St.  John  of  Jerusalem  received  as  rectors ; 
but  that  all  the  vicars  had,  ever  since  the  time  of  the 
ordination  of  the  vicarage,  received  all  other  tithes 
peaceably,  and  did  so  at  that  time,  but  they  were 
bound  to  give  their  tithe  of  corn  and  hay. 

It  was  also  proved  on  the  part  of  the  Respon- 
d^it,  by  the  production  of  the  minister's  account,  in 
the  32d  year  of  the  reign  of  Henry  8,  that  at  that 
time  the  master  and  brethren  of  the  hospital  of  St. 
John  of  Jerusalem  were  only  entitled  to  the  tithes 
of  com  and  hay  of  the  parish  of  Feliskirk ;  and  by 
the  producticm  of  the  grant  of  the  36th  year  of  the 
reign  of  Henry  8,  it  was  proved,  that  the  tithes  of 
com  and  hay  (rf  the  parish  of  Feliskirk  only  were 
granted  to  the  then  Archbishop  of  York  and  his  suc- 
cessors ;  and  by  an  indenture  of  lease,  dated  the  31st 
day  of  October,  1168,  being  a  lease  of  Mount  St. 
John,  and  other  lands^  from  the  Archbishop  of  York 
to  the  ancestors  of  the  Appellants,  it  was  shewn  that 
the  small  tithes  of  the  district  of  Mount  St.  John  were 
iM)t  granted  to  them. 

The  cause  was  beard  before  the  Lord  Chief  Baron, 
on  the  Istand  18th  days  of  May,  1824. 

On  the  11th  of  November,  1824,  the  Chief  Baron 
delivered  the  judgment  of  the  Court,  by  which  it  was 
referred  to  one  of  the  masters  of  the  Court  to  take 
an  account  of  the  tithes  of  the  several  matters  and 
tilings  (except  corn  and  hay)  had  and  taken  by  the 
Appellants  re^)ectively,  from  and  upon  the  lands  and 
grounds  called  Mount  St.  John,  or  the  Mount  Ring, 
in  the  pariah  of  Feliskirk,  in  their  respective  occupa- 

H  2 


V. 
DOVNISON. 


100  CASES   IN   THB  HOUSK  OF   LORDS'^ 

1S28.  tions,  six  years  prior  to  the  filing  of  tlie  Respond^it*8 
IL9LEY  bill :  and  it  was  further  ordered  and  decreed  by  the 
Court,  that  what  should  be  so  found  due  from  the 
Appellants  respectively,  upon  the  taking  of  such  ac- 
count, should  be  answered  and  paid  by  them  respec- 
tively to  the  Respondent :  and  it  was  further  ordered 
by  the  Court,  that  it  should  be,  and  it  was  thereby 
referred  to  the  master  to  tax  the  Respondent  his  costs 
of  the  suit,  so  far  as  regarded  the  said  Respondent's 
demand  of  the  tithes,  of  which  an  account  was  therein- 
before decreed  as  aforesaid  from  the  said  Appellants ; 
and  that  such  costs,  when  taxed,  should  be  paid  by 
the  Appellants  to  the  Respondent,  or  his  solicitor  or 
clerk  in  Court :  and  it  was  also  ordered  and  decreed 
by  the  Court,  that  the  Respondent's  bill,  so  far  as  it 
sought  any  account  or  demand  of  tithes,  other  than 
and  beyond  the  tithes  of  which  an  account  was  there- 
inbefore decreed,  should  be,  and  the  same  was  there- 
by dismissed  out  of  Court,  with  costs  to  be  taxed  for 
the  Appellants  by  the  master,  to  whom  it  was  thereby 
referred  to  tax  the  same  :  and  it  was  further  ordered, 
that  such  last-mentioned  costs,  when  taxed,  should  be 
paid  by  the  Respondent  to  the  Appellant  Heneage 
Elsley,  or  to  his  solicitor  or  clerk  in  Court, 

The  Appellants,  considering  themselves  aggrieved, 
appealed  against  so  much  of  this  decree  as  ordered, 
adjudged,  and  decreed  that  it  should  be  referred  to 
the  master  to  take  an  account  of  the  tithes  of  the  se- 
veral matters  and  things  (except  corn  and  hay)  had 
and  taken  by  the  Appellants  respectively,  from  and 
upon  the  lands  and  grounds  called  Mount  St.  John, 
or  the  Mount  Ring,  in  the  parish  of  Feliskirk,  in  their 
respective  occupations,  six  years  prior  to  the  filing  of 
the  Respondent's  bill :  and  by  which  it  was  ordered 
and  decreed  that  what  should  be  so  found  due  finom 
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the  Appellants  respectively,  upon  the  taking  of  such  1^®- 
account,  should  be  answered  and  paid  by  them  re-  elsley 
spectively  to  the  Respondent ;  and  by  which  it  was 
ordered,  that  it  should  be,  and  it  was  refeired  to  the 
master  to  tax  the  Respondent  his  costs  of  this  suit,  so 
fiu*  as  r^arded  the  Respondent's  demand  of  the  tithes, 
of  which  an  account  was  thereinbefore  decreed  as 
aforesaid  from  the  Appellants ;  and  that  such  costs, 
when  taxed,  should  be  paid  by  the  Appellants  to  the 
Respondent,  or  to  his  solicitor  or  clerk  in  Court. 


For  the  Appellants — Mr.  Boteler  and  Mr.  Bick- 
er steth. 

There  was  no  evidence  in  the  cause  on  the  part  of  ^^^^^J^^ 
the  Respondent,  that  he,  as  vicar  of  the  parish  of  Fe-        1827. 
liskirk,  was  entitled  to  take  any  tithes  whatsoever, 
arising  upon  the  estate  or  district  of  land  called  Mount 
St.  John. 

The  defence  is,  that  the  lands  of  Mount  St.  John 
were  held  by  the  hospital  tithe-free. 

The  absolute  exemption  or  discharge  from  the  pay- 
ment of  all  tithes,  as  well  great  as  small,  arising  upon 
that  estate  or  district  of  land,  insisted  upon  by  the 
Appellants  in  their  answers  to  the  Respondent's  bill, 
was  fully  proved  by  the  evidence  adduced  in  the 
cause. 

The  inquisition  produced  by  the  Respondent  at  the 
hearing  of  the  cause,  for  the  purpose  of  proving  his 
right  as  vicar  of  the  parish  of  Feliskirk,  to  all  the 
tithes,  except  the  tithes  of  com,  hay,  and  wood,  of 
the  district  of  Mount  St.  John,  and  of  disproving  the 
exemption  or  discharge  from  the  payment  of  tithes 
for  that  district,  insisted  upon  by  the  Appellants,  could 
have  no  such  effect:  first,  because  the  same  was 
taken  in  the  absence  of  the  prior  and  brethren  of  the 
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J828.  hospital  of  St,  John  of  Jerusalein,  and  of  their  lessees 
or  tenants  :  and  secondly,  because  the  general  terms 
in  which  this  instrument  speaks  of  the  right  of  the 
vicar  of  the  said  parish  to  tithes,  do  not  prove  his 
right  to  the  titlies  of  any  particular  estate  or  district 
of  land  in  the  parish  from  which  the  vicar  has  never 
received  any  tithes ;  nor  are  they  in  any  way  inconsis* 
tent  with  the  fact  of  any  particular  estate  or  district  of 
land  in  the  parish  being  exempt  or  discharged  from 
the  payment  of  tithes.* 

For  the  Respondents — M7\  Pepys  and  Mr.  Koe. 

The  defence  in  the  former  suit  was,  a  title  to  the 
tithes  by  grant.  In  this  suit  they  claim  by  prescrip- 
tive exemption.  The  two  defences  are  inconsistent. 
It  might  be  a  question  whether  these  lands  are  capable, 
under  the  31st  Hen.  8.  c.  13.  of  being  dischai'ged fi-om 
tithes.  A  hospital  was  not  privileged  as  a  monastery, 
The  exemption  was  supposed  formerly,  not  to  be  at- 
tached to  the  lands,  but  to  be  pei-sonal  to  the  cjcclesir 
astical  bodies.  The  exemption  stands  on  the  21st 
sect,  of  31  Hen.  8.  c.  13.  But  the  order  of  St.  John  of 
Jerusalem  was  dissolved  by  32  Hen.  8.  c.  24.  In 
this  act  there  is  no  such  provision  as  in  the  21st  sect, 
of  31  Hen.  8.  c.  13.  It  has  been  held,  in  similar  cases, 
that  such  bodies  were  not  exempt.  Cornwallis  v. 
Spurling.^    Later  cases  have  taken  a  diffei*ent  view. 

According  to  the  modem  rule  of  prescription,  there 
must  be  immemorial  possession  to  the  time  of  the  dis- 
solution, by  a  body  capable  of  discharge,  and  subse- 
quent non-payment.  In  this  case  the  possession  is 
short  of  the  time  of  legal  memory.     Proof  of  payment 

»  Carr  v.  Henton,  1  Anst.  313.  n.  7  B.  P.  €•  100. 

•f  Cro.  Jac.  p.  57.  Arcbb.  of  Cant,  case,  2  Co.  46.  Urrey  v. 
Bowyer,  1  GwilU  250.  Whitton  v.  Weston,  Lalch.  89.  Wi.  EnU 
342.  Godb.  392.  W.  Jo.  182.  N.  Bendl.  168, 185. 
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of  tithes,  or  acquinition  of  the  lands  since  die  time  of      1^281 
Ric.  1,  destroys  the  ground  of  prescription.  mlky 

The  defence  is  still  in  substance,  not  exemption, 
but  a  claim  by  title,  arising  from  the  circumstance  of 
the  rectory  and  the  lands  being  in  the  same  hands. 
The  hearsay  of  persons  lately  living  is  not  to  be  put 
in  competition  with  the  evidence  of  such  a  document  as 
the  inquisition. 

To  send  the  question  to  an  issue  would  be  use- 
less ;  because  it  arises  upon  the  construction  of  an 
instrument,  which  it  is  the  province  of  the  Court  to 
construe. 


The  Marl  of  Eldon. — ^The  question  which  your  sthJuiy 
Lordships  have  to  determine  is,  whether  the  owners  ci 
a  certain  part  of  the  parish  of  Feliskirk,  in  the  county 
of  York,  have  a  right  to  insist  that  they  are  exempted 
from  the  payment  of  small  tithes  to  the  vicar. 

It  appears  that  there  was  a  former  suit  in  the  Court 
of  Exchequer,  on  a  bill  filed  in  the  year  1807. — That 
was  a  suit  relating  to  these  small  tithes,  in  which  the 
owners  and  occupiers  of  part  of  the  parish  of  Felis- 
kirk insisted  that  they  were  themselves  entitled,  as 
claiming  under  a  sort  of  Collegiate  Institution,  called 
the  Hospital  of  Saint  John  of  Jerusalem,  to  the  smaU 
tithes  of  this  district.  An  instrument  was  produced 
from  tlie  archives  of  the  Archbishop  of  York,  which, 
it  was  insisted,  proved  that  the  vicar  was  entitled  to 
receive  many  of  the  small  tithes  of  that  parish ;  and 
BO  doubt  he  was  entitled  to  receive  all  the  small  tithes 
of  this  parish,  unless  it  could  be  shewn  that  they  were 
in  somebody  else.  The  suit  to  which  I  have  first  re- 
ferred, was  decided  by  a  learned  Judge  of  very  great 
experience,  —  I  mean  the  late  Lord  Chief  Baron 
TluHnpson,  and  no  man  can  name  him,  without  stating 
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1SQ8.  that  few  persons  who  have  ever  presided  in  that  Court, 
possessed  more  ability  and  research^  or  w^^  more 
fitted  for  the  decision  of  such  a  question. — Up(»i  the 
production  of  the  instrument,  from  the  ai-chives  of  the 
Archbishop  of  York,  he  was  decidedly  of  opinion,  and 
in  that  the  Court  a^eed  with  him,  that  that  instru- 
ment praved  that  the  vicar  was  entitled  to  the  small 
tithes  of  this  district  of  the  parish,  as  well  as  those  of 
the  rest  of  the  parish  ;  but  that  at  any  rate  it  proved, 
that  tlie  title  to  enjoy  the  tithes  by  the  owners  of  that 
district,  themselves  claiming  under  a  grant  to  the 
hospital  of  Saint  John  of  Jerusalem,  was  negatived  by 
that  instrument;  and,  therefore,  that  if  they  had  any 
defence  against  the  vicar,  it  must  be  a  defence  set  up 
on  another  ground, — That  produced  the  present  suit 

In  the  present  suit,  the  Appellants  contend,  that 
they  have  a  right  to  prescribe  non  decimando^  as 
claiming  under  a  dissolved  monastery.  Whether  that 
monastery  was  dissolved  by  the  statute  of  the  31  st 
Henry  8,  or  the  32nd  Henry  8,  does  not  appear  from 
the  papers ;  but  your  Lordships  will  recollect,  a  con- 
siderable doubt  has  been  raised,  as  to  one  of  those 
statutes,  whether  it  operates  bene6cially  to  those  who 
claim  the  lands  belonging  to  the  monastery,  or  whe- 
ther the  claim  is  valid  on  behalf  of  laymen. 

The  right  of  the  vicar  depends  entirely  upon  the  same 
instrument,  and  that  instrument,  it  has  been  contended 
at  the  bar,  proves  that  there  can  be  no  such  thing  as 
a  prescription  non  dectmando ;  because  it  proves  that 
the  vicar  himself  was  entitled  to  those  tithes,  though 
it  may  appear,  that  in  modem  times  he  has  not  taken 
these  tithes.  The  Court  of  Exchequer  has  judicially 
asserted  that  the  instrument  proved  that  there  vras 
no  positive  title  to  the  tithes  in  those  who  represented 
the  monastery ;  that  the  vicar  is  entitled  to  the  tithe, 
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and  not  the  person  who  possessed  that  instrument ;  and  181^. 
it  is  impossible,  in  my  opinion,  to  decide  that  that  judg- 
ment is  wrong.  It  is  a  mere  question  upon  the  con- 
struction of  that  instrument.  It  is,  therefore,  a  ques- 
tion which  necessarily  is  not  sent  to  a  jury  ;  because 
the  construction  of  an  instrument  belongs  more  to 
the  Court  than  to  the  jury,  who  may  certainly  infer 
what  they  think  proper  from  the  payment  or  non- 
payment of  tithe :  but  if  that  instrument  proves  that 
which  Lord  Chief  Baron  Thompson  thought  it  did 
prove,  it  is  impossible  that  the  case  of  the  Appellants 
can  be  supported  by  it. 

When  this  cause  came  under  the  consideration  of 
the  Court  of  Exchequer,  in  the  second  instance,  they 
were  of  opinion  that  the  construction  put  on  that  instru- 
ment, by  Lord  Chief  Baron  Thompson,  was  the  proper 
construction,  and  that  the  vicar  was  entitled  to  these 
tithes. — It  is  very  difficult,  perhaps,  for  any  one  to  say 
that  any  insti*ument  of  this  kind  will  not  bear  a  good 
deal  of  criticism,  which  may  give  rise  to  some  degree  of 
doubt;  but  looking  to  the  opinion  of  the  several  learned 
Judges  well  versed  in  the  construction  of  instrumrats 
of  this  nature,  who  have  concurred  in  their  opinion 
with  respect  to  the  l^al  bearing  of  this  instrument, 
1  certainly  cannot  advise  your  Lordships  to  ccmsider 
both  those  judgments  as  erroneous. — ^If  the  first  was 
not  wrong,  (and  from  that  decree  there  was  no  ap- 
peal,) the  second  was  not  wrong ;  I  am  of  opinion 
that  they  were  both  right,  and  that  you  ought  to 
affirm  this  decree.  I  therefore  move  that  this  decree 
be  affirmed — I  would  not  propose  to  give  any  costs. 


Judgment  affirmed,  without  costs. 
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IRELAND- 
(court  op  chancery.) 

Michael  Collins    - Appellant. 

The  Reverend  Charles  Hare     -    -    Respondent. 

A.y  an  army  agent  in  Dublin,  having  effected  a  policy  of  insurance 
on  his  own  life  for  3,000/.»  in  1819,  by  an  informal  instrument, 
attested  by  two  witnesses,  assigned,  the  policy  to  C,  who  had 
been  for  many  years  his  con6dential  clerk.  From  the  time  of 
the  assignment  A.  paid  two-thirds,  and  C.  one-third  of  the 
premium.  In  1821,  by  a  more  formal  instrument,  drawn  up 
by  a  professional  person,  he  executed  a  further  assignment  of 
the  policy.  In  the  first  instrumenf;  thp  ronfdderation  expressed 
for  the  assignment  is,  **  regard  and  qffrction;**  in  the  second^ 
**  friendship  and  affection,**  The  last  assignment  was  drawn 
up  by  the  Attorney  of  C,  and  both  the  instruments  were  drawn 
up  and  executed,  without  the  knowledge  of  A.^s  family. 

By  a  codicil  to  his  will,  A.  gave  to  C.  a  legacy  of  100/.,  as  afnr- 
ther  mark  of  his  regard  and  affection.  Upon  the  death  of  A.» 
a  letter  addressed  to  his  son  was  found  enclosed  in  his  will,  stal- 
ing that  the  assignment  had  been  extorted  from  him  by  C.^bj 
threats  and  undue  influence. 

Upon  a  bill  filed  by  H.,  as  executor  of  A.,  to  set  aside  the  assign- 
ment on  the  ground  of  fraud,  and  undue  influence,  C.  by  his  an- 
swer claimed  the  interest  under  the  assignment,  as  a  compenaa- 
tion  given  to  him  by  A.,  in  the  place  of  an  increase  of  salary. 
Upon  the  depositions  it  appeared  in  evidence  that  C.  had  given 
different  accounts  of  the  object  of  the  policy,  viz.  that  it  was 
effected  as  a  provision  for  the  wife  of  A.,  and  that  it  had  been 
given  to  him,  for  making  np  the  accounts  of  A.,  in  a  way  to 
deceive  government. 

It  appeared  also  in  proof  of  the  charge  of  influence,  that  C.  had 
declared  when  the  codicil  was  in  contemplation,  that  none 
should  be  executed  unless  he  chose  ;  and  when  the  letter  was 
found  in  the  will,  that  he  said  he  could  ruin  the  credit  of  the 
house  and  the  character  of  the  testator.    Upon  this,  and  other 


The  Rei^ndeat  in  1824  exhibited  his  original  bill 
in  Chancery,  in  h'eland,  against  the  Appellant,  and 
also  against  the  cQrp(n:ati(m  of  the  Royal  Exchange 
Assurance  of  London,  stating  that  John  Atkinson,  in 
April,  1819,  being  desirous,  in  the  event  of  his  death, 
to  secure  a  competency  for  his  wife,  effected  a  policy 
of  insurance  on  his  l^e,  with  the  Royal  Exchange 
Assurance  of  London,  for  the  sum  of  3,000/.  and  there- 
upon paid  the  annual  premium  for  the  first  year :  that 
John  Atkinson  had  been  for  many  years  an  army 
agent,  and  that  the  Appellant  was  his  chief  and  con* 
fidential  clerk,  and  in  such  capacity  obtained  his  im- 
plicit confidence,  and  exercised  an  almost  unbounded 
influence  over  him :  that  Jolm  Atkinson  continued  to 
the  time  of  his  death,  tp  pay  the  premium  on  the  po^^ 
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irridence,  an  issue  was  directed  at  the  instance  of  the  Defea-i  lB28w 
dant,  to  try  whether  the  assignments  as  to  two  thirds  of  the  sum 
insured,  were  the  free  and  voluntary  acts  of  the  testator,  or 
extorted  from  him  hy  threats  or  undue  influence,  or  obtained 
by  fraud  :  the  Defendant,  upon  the  trial  of  this  issue  was  to 
produce  the  deeds  of  assignment,  and  the  attesting  witnesses. 

Upon  the  trial  of  the  issue,  the  letter  found  enclosed  in  the  will  was 
tendered  in  evidence  by  the  Plaintiff ;  but  rejected.  The  deeds 
of  assignment  and  the  attesting  witnesses  were  produced  by  the 
Defendant ;  but  the  Plaintiff  declined  proving  them,  and  the  wit- 
nesses were  not  examined,  and  the  deeds  not  proved  by  ei  Aer 
party,  but  other  evidence  was  given  nearly  similar  to  that  which 
appears  upon  the  depositions  in  equity  on  the  part  of  the 
Plaintiff.  The  Defendant  produced  no  witnesses  ;  where- 
upon the  jury  found  that,  in  the  event  of  any  assignment  hav- 
ing been  made,  as  to  two-thirds  thereof,  it  was  obtained  by 
nndue  influence. 

A  motion  to  set  aside  this  verdict,  and  grant  a  new  trial,  was 
refused,  and  upon  a  re-hearing,  a  decree  was  made  in  favour 
of  the  Plaintiff. 

This  decree  was  affirmed  on  appeal. 
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1B28.  Key,  and  that  the  sum  insured  formed  a  principal 
part  of  the  assets  of  John  Atkinson  :  that  the  Appel- 
lant had  the  care  of  the  books  of  J.  Atkinson,  and 
access  to  all  his  papers,  and  had  obtained  the  posses- 
sion of  the  policy,  and  of  other  papers,  books,  and 
vouchers,  of  the  testator,  and  had  taken  copies  thereof, 
which  he  refused  to  give  up  to  the  Respondent :  that 
the  Appellant,  during  the  last  years  of  J.  A/s  life^ 
had  complete  dominion  over  his  office,  and  all  the 
papers  and  documents  therein,  J.  A.  having  been, 
from  extreme  ill  health  and  infirmity  of  body,  un- 
able to  attend  to  business,  or  even  to  take  care  of 
his  private  affairs,  and  having  during  such  the  period 
of  his  illness  and  debility,  confided  all  his  afiairs, 
books,  and  papers  to  the  Appellant :  that  in  such  his 
disability  for  business,  John  Atkinson  was  in  the 
habit  of  signing  and  subscribing  any  such  papas 
as  Appellant  required  him,  without  reading  or  being 
particularly  apprized  of  the  contents  thereof;  and  that, 
feeling  himself  in  his  then  situation  to  be  much  in  the 
power  of  Appellant,  he  did  not,  nor  could  refuse,  to 
do  any  act  required  of  him  by  the  Appellant. 

The  bill  further  stated  that  John  Atkinson  died  on 
the  30th  of  October,  1823,  having  made  and  pub- 
lished his  will,  bearing  date  the  29th  of  August, 
1823,  and  appointed  the  Respondent  sole  executor; 
and  that  he  had  since  proved  the  will,  in  the  Court  of 
Prerogative  in  Ireland,  and  taken  upon  himself  the 
execution  thereof :  that  shortly  after  the  death  of 
John  Atkinson,  a  letter  from  him,  dated  the  15th  of 
October,  1823,  was  found  enclosed  in  his  will,  directed 
to  his  son,  John  Atkinson  the  younger,  in  the  fol- 
lowing words,  videlicet : — 

**  My  dearest  John,  as  you  have  told  me  that  you 
*•  know  I  have  insured  my  life,  through  one  of  the 
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"  office-keepers,  who  called  for  payment  for  131/.,  for      1^28. 

^^  the  policy  of  insurance,  and  have  asked  me  in  my 

^*  dying  bed,  what  has  become  of  it,  I  cannot  refuse 

'^  but  teil  you  the  truth,  that  it  was  extorted  from  me 

^*  by  Mr.  Michael  Collins,  by  threats  and  undue  influ- 

**  ence:  the  policy  for  which  I  pay,  is  for  2,000/. 

**  (Signed.)     John  Atkinson.'' 

The  bill  then  proceeded  to  state  that  the  policy 
being  in  the  hands  of  the  Appellant,  at  the  time  of 
the  death  of  the  testator,  and  the  testator  having  kept 
the  state  of  his  affairs  secret  from  the  members  of  his 
fiunily,  the  Respondent  was  entirely  ignorant  of  the 
existence  of  the  policy,  or  its  amount ;  but  that  in 
consequence  of  the  letter,  the  Respondent  applied  to 
the  agent  of  the  corporation  in  the  city  of  Dublin, 
when  he  discovered  that  it  was  effected  for  the  sum  of 
3,000/.  :  that  on  the  3rd  of  November,  1823,  the 
Respondent  caused  a  notice  to  be  served  on  the  Ap- 
pellant, requiring  him  to  surrender  the  policy  of  as- 
surance for  3,000/.,  which  the  testator  effected  upon 
his  life ;  and  oa  the  24th  of  the  same  month,  he 
served  the  Royal  Exchange  Assurance  Company  with 
notice  not  to  pay  the  3,000/.  or  any  part  thereof  to 
the  Appellant :  that  the  Appellant  refused  to  deliver 
up  the  policy,  alleging  that  he  was  entitled  to  the 
whole  of  the  proceeds. 

The  Respondent  by  his  bill  charged,  that  the 
policy  had  not  been  at  all  assigned  to  the  Appellant, 
or  if  an  assignment  was  made,  that  it  was  obtained 
by  means  of  fi-aud,  misrepresentation,  and  undue  in- 
fluence, and  without  any  consideration;  that  the  Ap- 
pellant had  himself  confessed  that  he  was  only  entitled 
to  one-third  part  of  the  policy,  the  remaining  two- 
thirds  being  a  trust  for  the  testator,  and  the  Respon- 
dent, as  his  executor ;  as  evidence  whereof,  the  Re-f 
spondent  charged,  th'nt  subseqiioitly  to  the  alhsged 
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182a  assignment,  and  down  to  the  time  of  his  death,  the 
testator  continued  to  pay  two-thirds  of  the  premium 
on  the  policy,  and  it  was  admitted  and  declared,  by 
the  Appellant,  that  the  testator  paid  the  premium  on 
two-thirds,  and  was  the  owner  of  two-third  parts 
thereof,  he  only  claiming  to  be  entitled  to  one-third.- 

The  bill  prayed,  that  the  Royal  Exchange  Assu- 
rance Company  might  be  restrained,  by  the  injuncticm 
of  the  Court,  from  paying  over  to  the  Appellant  the 
amount  of  the  policy,  and  that  they  might  also  bring 
into  Court  the  sum  of  3,000/.,  to  abide  the  decree  of 
the  Court ;  and  that  it  might  be  decreed  to  be  part  ci 
the  assets  of  the  testator ;  and  that  the  assignment 
(if  any)  might  be  set  aside,  and  decreed  to  be  null  and 
void,  or  a  trust  for  Respondent,  or  might  stand  as  a 
security  only  for  the  sum  due  thereon  (if  any)  to  the 
Appellant ;  and  that  the  Appellant  might  be  restrain- 
ed from  proceeding  at  law  on  tlie  foot  of  the  policy 
against  the  Assurance  Company. 

The  Respondent  by  his  bill  also  prayed  an  account 
on  the  foot  of  the  transactions  between  the  Appdlant 
and  the  testator,  which  account  was  waived,  on  the 
hearing  of  the  cause. 

The  Appellant,  in  February,  1824,  answered  the 
bill ;  he  admitted  that  the  testator  effected  the  policy 
on  the  20th  of  April,  1819,  and  claimed  to  be  entitled 
to  the  entire  benefit  of  the  policy,  under  two  assign- 
ments made  to  him  by  the  testator ;  the  first  bearing 
date  the  23rd  of  April,  1819,  and  the  second  bearing 
date  the  21st  of  April,  1821.  He  admitted  that  he 
had  paid  one-third  only  of  the  premium  on  the  policy 
aftar  the  first  assignment,  and  that  John  Atkinson 
had  paid  the  remaining  two-thirds  yearly;  he  al- 
leged that  the  assignments  were  respectively  made 
to  him,  by  the  testator,  in  order  to  make  a  provinon 
for  him,  and  in  consideration  of  the  valuable  services 
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rendered  by  him  as  clerk  to  the  testator.  The  Ap-  1828. 
pellant  also  by  liis  answer  admitted  tliat  he  had  taken 
iu  the  testator's  lifetime,  and  had  in  his  possession 
abstracts  from  the  books  of  account  of  the  testator, 
which  did  not  relate  to  the  Defendant's  private  ac- 
count, and  that  he  had  at  all  times  access  to,  and  the 
chief  management  and  control  of  tlie  testator's  books 
<^  military  accounts. 

He  relied  on  these  aUegaUons  of  his  answer,  and  on 
a  codicil  made  by  the  testatcH*  in  his  last  illness,  the 
day  before  the  date  of  the  letter  to  his  son,  whereby  a 
legacy  of  100/.  was  left  to  tlie  Defendant  to  be  paid 
on  the  s^tlement.  and  discharge  of  the  accounts  of 
the  house. 

On  the  4th  of  March,  1824,  an  application  was 
made  to  the  Court  on  behalf  of  the  Respondent  for  aa 
injunction  to  restrain  the  Appdknt  from  receiving,  and 
ibe  then  Defendants,  the  Royal  Exchange  Assurance 
Company  of  London,  from  paying  over  to  the  Ap* 
pdilant  the  sum  of  3,000/.,  the  amount  of  the  policy, 
which  was  ordered  accordingly. 

By  a  consent  order,  dated  the  28d  of  June,  1824, 
coe*third  of  the  amount  of  the  policy  was  paid  over 
to  the  Appellant  by  the  Royal  Exchange  Insurance 
Company,  and  the  remaining  two-thirds  were  vested 
in  stock  in  the  name  of  the  Accountant  General  to  the 
credit  of  the  cause ;  the  Defendants,  the  Royal  Ex^ 
change  Aisaurance  Company,  were  struck  out  c^  the 
bjym,  and  the  bill  was  amended  under  the  consent  wder 

fu^cordingly* 

The  first  assignment,  dated  the  IBth  of  April,  1819^ 
was  by  an  instrument  signed,  sealed,  and  attested*  by 
two  witnesses,  expcessed  thus :  ^^I  do  hereby  assign 
^*  iJl  my  right,  title,  and  intecest  in  the  policy  of  assu^ 
^^  iMioe,  &c^  (describing  it)  to  Mr.  Michael  CoNbh^ 
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1828.  «  of,  &c.,  as  a  mark  of  my  aflfection  and  r^ard  for 
^'  him  ;  and  I  do  hereby  authorize  and  empower  the 
^^  directors  of  the  Royal  Exchange  Insurance  Com- 
^^  pany,  &c.  to  pay  to  the  said  Michael  Collins,  or  his 
^^  assigns,  Jhe  sum  of  3,000/.  payable  by  them,  &c. 
**  In  witness,  &c.  (signed)   John  Atkinson/' 

The  second  instrument,  dated  the  2l8t  of  April, 
1821,  was  a  regular  indenture  of  further  assignment 
of  the  same  policy ; — J.  A,  granting  it  to  M.  C,  for 
divers  good  causes  and  considerations,  fix>m  the  friend- 
ship and  regard  which  he  bore  to  M.  C,  and  also  in 
consideration  of  five  shillings. 

By  the  depositions  in  the  cause,  it  was  proved  that 
the  testator  had  for  some  years  before  his  death  been 
in  a  weak  and  infirm  state  of  health,  and  incapable  of 
attending  to  his  affairs  as  closely  as  he  used  to  do ; 
that  the  Appellant  had  been  the  confidential  clerk 
and  book-keeper  of  the  testator ;  that  he  had  a  con- 
siderable influence  over  him ;  that  he  made  the  entries, 
vm)te  the  letters,  and  took  and  kept  abstracts  from 
the  accounts  of  the  house ;  that  the  testator  signed 
letters  and  other  documents  which  were  presented  to 
Vim  by  the  Appellant,  without  reading  them ;  that  the 
Appellant  boasted  of  the  power  he  had  over  the  tes- 
tator, and  the  services  he  had  rendered  to  the  testatn* 
in  the  manner  in  which  he  made  up  his  accounts  with 
the  government,  and  that  by  means  of  these  accounts 
and  his  knowledge  of  them,  he  had  Mr.  Atkinson  in 
his  power,  and  that  he  could  ruin  the  house  and  the 
private  character  of  the  testator ;  that  the  Appellant 
declared  that  the  assignments  of  the  policy  were 
granted  to  him  for  making  up  the  general  accounts  in 
a  way  to  deceive  government;  that  the  Appellant  had, 
up  to  the  year  1818,  a  salary  of  200/.;  that  in  the 
year  of  1818,  the  salary  was  increased  to  300/.  a 
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year,  and  continued  at  that  sum  to  the  testator's  1B28. 
death:  that  the  average  profit  of  the  office  of  the 
testator  was  in  1818,  about  T48/.,  in  1819,  about 
667/.,  in  1822,  did  not  exceed  100/.,  and  that  in  the 
year  1823  it  was  not  sufficient  to  pay  the  Appellant's 
salary. 

It  was  also  proved  that  the  testator  left  his  family 
in  very  narrow  circumstances,  at  the  time  of  his 
death  :  that  the  Appellant  had  ofTered,  after  the  tes- 
tator's death,  to  give  up  the  policy,  and  said  that 
he  had  a  deed  prepared  for  that  purpose :  that  the 
Appellant  boasted  that  the  testator  could  not  make  a 
codicil  to  his  will,  without  his  consenting  to  it.  Proof 
was  also  admitted,  that  the  letter  dated  the  15th 
erf  October,  1823,  was  of  testator's  hand- writing,  and 
found  with  his  will  and  codicil,  and  that  after  the  tes- 
tator's death,  it  was  read  in  the  presence  and  hearing 
of  the  Appellant :  it  also  appeared  in  proof,  that  the  as- 
signments of  the  policy  were  executed  by  the  testator, 
without  the  knowledge  of  his  professional  adviser, 
who  was  usually  employed  and  consulted  by  him  in 
all  law  affairs,  and  without  tlie  knowledge  of  any  of 
the  members  of  his  family ;  and  that  the  Appellant 
had  said,  when  asked  about  the  insurance  in  the  life- 
time of  the  testator,  that  it  was  an  insurance  for  the 
benefit  of  the  testator's  wife.* 

The  cause  was  heard  before  the  Lord  Chancellor 
of  Ireland;  and  on  the  28th  of  April,  1825,  his  Lord- 
ship pronounced  an  order,  that  the  Respondent  should 
forthwith  commence  a  feigned  action  in  the  Court  of 
King's  Bench,  in  Ireland,  against  the  Appellant,  to 

•  The  substance  only  of  the  evidence  is  shortly  stated.  It  ap» 
pears  more  fully  in  the  argument,  and  the  Lord  Chancellor's 
speech  on  moving  Judgment. 

VOL.  U.  I 
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1828.  which  the  Appellant  was  forthwith  to  appear  and 
plead  die  general  issue,  and  admit  all  matters  of  form, 
and  that  the  question  to  be  tried,  should  be  the  issue 
following,  to  wit,  ^^  whether  the  assignments  of  the 
23d  of  April,  1819,  and  the  21st  of  April,  1821,  were, 
as  to  two-thirds  of  the  sum  insured,  the  free  and 
voluntary  acts  of  the  testator,  or  whether  the  same 
were  extorted  from  him  by  threats  and  undue  influ- 
ence, or  obtained  from  him  under  any  circumstances 
of  fraud :  and  it  was  further  ordered,  that  the  lie- 
fendant  Michael  Collins,  should  be  under  the  terms 
of  producing  on  such  trial  the  assignments,  and  the 
witnesses  thereto,  and  also  the  person  who  drew  the 
assignment  of  the  21st  of  April,  1821 ;  and  the  Judge 
before  whom  such  trial  should  be  so  had,  was  theite^ 
by  desired  to  certify  to  the  Court  the  verdict  that 
should  be  given ;  and  further  directions  were  rer 
served  until  the  return  of  the  Judge's  certificate. 

The  feigned  action  was  tried  before  the  Lord  Chief 
Justice  of  the  Court  of  King's  Bench,  in  Ireland, 
when  the  juiy  found  a  verdict  for  tlie  Respondent, 
and  the  Chief  Justice  ceilified  that  the  issue  was  tried 
before  him  and  a  special  jury  oi  the  county  of  the 
City  of  Dublin,  on  the  4th  day  of  July,  1826,  when 
the  jury  by  their  verdict  found,  "  that  in  the  event 
^^  of  any  assignments  having  been  maSe  by  the  de* 
"  ceased  J  they  were  (as  to  two*thii^  of  the  sum  in- 
^'  sured  by  the  policy  of  insurance,  therein  men^ 
*'  tioned,)  obtained  by  undue  influence/' 

Upon  the  trial  the  Appellant  pioduced  the  deeds 
of  assignment,  the  attesting  witnesses,  and  the  at- 
torney who  prepared  the  second  deed.  But  the 
counsel  for  the  Respondent  declined  proving  the 
deeds,  or  examining  the  witnesses.  The  assignments 
were  not  proved  by  either  party ;  and  the  Appellant 
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conceiviiig,  that  for  want  of  such  proof,  the  Respon-      IMS. 
dent  had  failed  to  establish  his  case,  did  not  call  wit- 
nesses, which,  as  he  alleged,  he  had  in  attendance. 

Under  these  circumstances  a  motion  was  made  be- 
fore the  Lord  Chancellor,  on  behalf  of  the  Appellant, 
that  the  verdict  should  be  set  aside,  and  a  new  trial 
directed,  on  the  grounds  that  the  verdict  was  against 
evidence,  and  against  the  charge  of  the  Judge,  and 
without  a  sufficient  investigation  of  the  &cts  bearing 
npCMi  the  issues  directed  to  be  tried,  and  because  the 
verdict  under  the  circumstances  in  which  it  was  deli- 
vered could  not  give  satisfaction  to  the  Court. 

By  an  order  of  the  3d  of  December,  the  motion 
was  refused,  with  costs. 

The  cause  was  heard  on  the  Judge's  certificate,  on 
the  16th  of  February,  1826,  when,  on  the  application  of 
counsel  on  behalf  of  the  Appellant,  it  was  ordered  that 
the  Defendant  should  be  at  liberty  to  petition  forth- ^ 
with  for  a  re-hearing,  and  the  cause  having  been 
accordingly  re-heard  on  the  2d  of  March,  1826,  it 
was  decreed,  that  the  assignments  of  the  policy  of 
insurance,  dated  respectively  the  23d  of  April,  1819, 
and  21st  of  April,  1821,  so  far  as  they  related  to 
two-thirds  of  the  policy,  were  fraudulent  and  void, 
and  that  the  sum  of  1,818/.  Qs.  lOrf.,  3^  per  cent, 
stock,  and  the  sum  of  85/.  ds.  3d.  cash  then  re- 
maining in  the  Bank,  to  the  credit  of  the  cause,  being 
the  produce  of  two-thirds  of  the  said  policy  of  in- 
surance, were  part  of  the  assets  of  the  testator,  John 
Atkinson,  deceased,  and  that  the  Respondent  was 
entitled  to  his  costs  of  the  suit,  both  at  law  and  in 
equity,  and  the  Respondent,  waiving  the  accounts, 
prayed  by  his  bill,  that  the  Accountant  General  should 
transfer  to  the  Respondent,  or  his  attorney  thereto 
lawfully  authorized,  the  sum  of  1,818/,  6^.  lOrf,,  8^ 
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1828.  per  cent,  stock,  and  should  also  draw  in  fiivour  of 
Respondent,  or  his  attorney  thereto  lawfully  autho- 
rized, for  the  sum  of  95/.  9.9.  3d.  so  remaining  in  the 
Bank  to  the  credit  of  the  cause. 

From  the  decretal  order  of  the  28th  of  April,  1825, 
the  order  of  the  3d  of  December,  1825,  and  the  de- 
cree of  the  2d  of  March,  1826,  the  Defendant  in  the 
Com*t  below  appealed  to  the  Lords  in  Parliament. 


For  the  Appellant — Mr.  Home  and  Mr.  BetheU. 

Ascendancy  of  a  servant  over  his  master  ought 
not  to  be  presiuned  to  result  from  the  relation  be- 
tween them;  the  nature  of  the  transaction,  and  its 
circumstances  in  the  manner  and  order  of  their  oc- 
currence are  such  as  not  only  do  not  afford  any  in- 
ternal evidence  or  ground  for  suspicion  of  fraud,  but 
give  the  strongest  confirmation  to  the  sworn  state- 
ments of  the  Appellant  in  his  answer,  and  lead  to  a 
oontiary  conclusion  ;  and  tlierefore  the  Court  ought 
not  to  have  acted  except  on  direct  testimony  of  ac- 
tual fraud.  No  evidence  was  adduced  by  the  Re- 
spondent on  the  hearing  of  the  cause  in  equity,  which 
proved  a  case  of  fraud  against  the  Appellant,  in  ob- 
taining the  assignments  in  question  from  the  tes- 
tator. 

>  The  Respondent's  case,  as  made  by  the  bill,  rests 
upon  the  allegations  of  an  undue  advantage  taken  of 
the  mental  weakness  of  the  deceased,  which  had  been 
occasioned  by  bodily  infirmity.  But  his  witnesses, 
on  the  contrary,  agreed,  that  the  deceased  was  in  the 
enjoyment  of  good  health  at  the  time  of  this  transac- 
tion ;  and  laboured  under  no  weakness  of  mind  fit>m 
that  or  any  other  cause : — it  appears,  that  his  sound- 
ness of  understanding  and  attention  to  and  control 
over  his  business  continued  unimpaired  till  withiq  a 
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few  months  previous  to  his  decease.  If,  however,  a  ^^^ 
solemn  instrument  be  impeached  on  the  ground  of 
the  grantor's  incapacity,  or  of  fmud,  the  fact  should 
be  proved  by  evidence  directly  relating  to  the  trans- 
action. The  rest  of  the  Respondent's  evidence  con- 
sists of  the  letter  of  the  testator,  of  the  15th  of  Octo- 
ber, 1823,  and  the  testimony  of  his  witnesses,  as  to 
the  language  of  the  Appellant,  at  the  meeting  of  Mr. 
Atkinson's  relations  on  the  day  of  his  decease. 

The  letter  was  not  admissible  in  evidence ;  and,  if 
admissible,  ought  not,  under  the  circumstances  of 
this  case  to  have  been  received  in  a  Court  of  Equity. 
The  false  and  contradictory  account  it  gives  of  the 
transaction,  and  its  inconsistency  with  the  feelings  of 
kindness  and  bounty  towards  the  Appellant,  which 
are  manifested  by  the  testator,  in  his  codicil  of  the 
same  date,  render  it  impossible  to  believe  that  it 
was  the  deliberate  and  voluntary  act  of  the  deceased. 
•With  respect  to  the  language  imputed  to  the  Appel- 
lant by  the  Respondent's  witnesses,  a  Court  of  Equity 
ought  not  to  have  used  it  as  a  ground  of  judicial  in- 
ference ;  because,  a  decision  ought  not  to  be  founded 
upon  facts  which  are  not  put  in  issue  in  the  cause, 
especially  in  a  Court  of  Equity,  where  the  injustice  of 
so  doing  will  become  more  evident  from  adverting 
to  the  nature  of  the  proceedings,  and  the  mode  of 
examination  of  witnesses  established  in  such  courts. 
But,  independently  of  this  genemi  principle  of  justice, 
any  inconsiderate  expressions,  such  as  are  imputed 
to  him  by  the  evidence  in  this  cause,  regard  being 
had  to  the  occasion  when  they  are  stated  to  have 
been  used,  and  their  being  in  answer  to  the  threats 
and  imputations  cast  upon  him^  cannot  be  judicially 
taken  against  him  as  an  admission  of  a  fact,  which, 
on  all  other  grounds,  it  is  impossible  to  believe. 
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1828.      Such  evidence,  therefore,  ought  not  to  have  influenced 
^^][^^     the  Court  in  directing  the  issue ;  nor  ought  a  verdiet, 
which  was  founded  on  such  evidence  alone,  to  have 
been  satisfactory  to  it. 

Admitting  this  to  be  a  case  ^vhere  the  Court  ought 
not  to  have  refused  an  issue,  it  was  incumbent  Ott 
the  Court  to  have  provided  with  certainty,  that  both 
the  form  and  language  of  the  issue,  and  the  manner 
and  circumstances  of  the  trial,  should  be  such  as  tp 
bring  the  true  points  in  the  cause  befoi^  the  jury, 
which  cannot  be  gathered  either  from  this  issue  or 
the  trial.  But,  in  fact,  regard  being  had  to  the  na- 
ture of  the  case,  and  the  evidence  properly  admissible 
in  the  cause,  no  issue  ought  to  have  been  directed^ 
but  the  bill  ought  to  have  been  dismissed  with  costs, 
against  the  Appellant. 

The  letter  of  the  testator  was  not  admissible  to  de- 
stroy the  effect  of  his  own  deed.  It  was  rejected  at 
law,  and  ought  not  to  have  been  admitted  in  equity. 
The  letter  is  contradicted  by  the  codicil,  dated  almost 
at  the  same  moment,  and  giving  a  legacy  to  the  De- 
fendant, as  a  farther  mark  of  regard  and  esteem. 
The  deed  of  assignment  contained  no  covenant  bind- 
ing the  testator  to  continue  the  payment  of  the  pre- 
miums, yet  he  continued  them  to  his  death.  The 
son  knew  of  the  assignment  before  the  death'  of  the 
father,  and  might  have  interposed ;  at  all  events  there 
should  have  been  a  new  trial.  As  the  matter  8taiid8» 
there  is  no  proof  of  any  assignment,  and  the  principal 
witnesses  to  the  transaction  have  not  been  examined. 


For  the  Respondent — Mr.  Sugden   and  Mr. 
Spence. 

The  decree  of  the  28th  of  April,  1825|  is  weU 
warranted  by  the  principles  and  practice  of  Courts 
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of  Equity,  and  the  particular  nature  of  the  case  it-  ^^^• 
self.  There  was  proof  sufficient  made  by  the  Plain- 
tiff in  the  equity  cause,  to  sustain  a  decree  for  setting 
aside  the  assignments  relied  upon  by  the  AppeDant 
as  to  two-third  parts  of  the  policy  of  insurance,  and 
the  issue  directed  was  for  the  purpose  of  satisfyiiig 
the  conscience  of  the  Lord  Chancellor  as  to  the  proo^ 
80  made.  The  direction  of  issues  in  such  a  case  is 
eonibrmable  to  the  principles  and  practice  of  Courts 
of  Equity.  The  Appellant  did  not  object  to  the  issue 
as  directed,  but  asked  for  it  in  preference  to  a  decree 
against  him  which  would  have  been  pronounced  had 
he  declined  the  issue.  The  order  of  the  3d  of  De- 
cember, 1825,  was  right,  inasmuch  as  the  verdict  was 
confwmabfe  to  law  and  to  justice,  was  founded  upon 
eogent  evidence,  and  not  contradicted  by  any  evi- 
dence on  the  Appellant's  part.  The  decree  of  the 
Sad  of  March,  1826,  is  warranted  by  the  verdict  as 
well  as  by  the  proofs  and  pleadings  in  the  cause. 

It  would  be  against  public  policy,  and  the  princi- 
ples of  equity  to  affirm  instruments  obtained  clan- 
destinely by  a  clerk  from  his  employer  without  con- 
sideratioQ,  and  in  both  instances  kept  concealed  from 
the  confidential  attorney  and  friend,  and  also  the  re- 
latives of  the  grantor. 

The  expression  in  the  codicil  of  regard  and  affec- 
tion follows  the  name  of  another  legatee,  which  is 
^upled  with  that  of  the  Defendant,  and  the  codicil 
itself  is  impeached.  It  was  the  business  of  the  De- 
fendant on  the  trial  to  prove  the  assignment.  He 
refrained V  from  fear  of  ci*oss-examination.  The  at-» 
testing  witnessies  pt^obably  knew  of  nothing  but  tlie 

The  herd  Chancellor. — ^This  appeal  is  princrpaHy, 
if  not  entirely,  on  a  question  of  fact.  Hie  counsel  fot 
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}828.  the  Defendant  not  being  satisfied  with  the  opinion  of 
the  Lord  Chancellor  of  Ireland,  an  issue  was  directed. 

The  case  came  on  for  trial  before  the  Lord  Chief 
Justice  of  the  Court  of  King's  Bench.  The  jury  gave 
a  verdict  corresponding  with  the  opinion  of  the  Lord 
Chancellor.  An  application  was  then  made  for  a 
new  trial,  and,  after  hearing  counsel  for  several  days, 
the  new  trial  was  refused.  Under  these  circum- 
stances it  would  require  a  satisfactory  case  to  rescind 
the  decision. 

The  question  arises  upon  the  assignment  of  a  policy 
of  assurance.  (Here  the  Lord  Chancellor  stated 
briefly  some  of  the  facts  of  the  case.)  The  assign- 
ment was  executed  in  private,  and  attested  by  two 
witnesses;  but  they  probably  knew  nothing  of  the 
ti'ansaction.  (Here  the  Lord  Chancellor  read  the  as- 
signment of  1819.)  This  was  done  in  1819.  In 
1821  another  assignment  was  executed  in  a  more 
formal  manner,  by  deed  regularly  drawn  and  prepared 
obviously  by  a  pix)fessional  person.  Why  a  seccmd 
assignment  was  executed  does  not  appear. 

In  1823  Collins  was  taken  into  the  partnership. 
On  that  occasion  letters  commendatory  of  Collins  were 
-sent  to  their  correspondents.  But  it  appears  that 
>Collins,  who  had  great  control  and  influence  over 
Atkinson,  was  in  the  habit  of  writing  letters  and 
accounts  which  were  signed  by  Atkinson  without  in- 
vestigation. It  appears  also  that  a  few  days  before 
Atkinson's  death  a  codicil  was  drawn  up  under  the 
influence  of  Collins,  by  which  100/.  was  given  to  him, 
as  in  the  codicil  it  was  expressed,  as  a  further  mark 
of  esteem.  On  the  death  of  Atkinson,  the  letter  ad- 
dressed to  his  son,  alleging  that  the  assignment  was 
extorted,  was  found  inclosed  in  his  will.  (Here  the 
Lord  Chancellor  read  the  letter.)     The  policy  was 
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for  3,000/. ;  the  premium  for  2,000/,,  was  paid  by       1828. 
Atkinson,  for  1,000/.  by  Collins.  coixivs 

These  are  the  facts  of  the  case  up  to  the  death  of 
Atkins(Hi,  and  they  furnish  many  circumstances  of 
strong  suspicion  :  in  the  first  place  the  motive  for  the 
assignment  of  the  policy  was  put  by  Collins,  on  the 
ground  of  inadequacy  of  salary,  and  further  remunera- 
tion ;  but  it  turned  out  that  in  1818  the  salary  was 
200/. :  from  that  time  it  was  300/.  per  annum :  and 
during  the  same  period  the  profits  of  the  business  va- 
ried fi-om  800/.  per  annum  downwards,  and  in  one 
year  it  was  a  losing  concern.  Under  these  circum- 
stances it  is  extraordinary  to  say  that  the  concern  was 
sufficient  to  afford  a  larger  salary  than  300/.,  or  that 
the  policy  could  have  been  assigned  for  that  reason. 
In  the  next  place  it  is  singular  that  a  second  assign- 
ment of  the  policy,  prepared  by  a  professional  man, 
should  have  been  executed,  nobody  being  called  in  on 
the  part  of  Atkinson.  The  gentleman  who  had  al- 
ways been  consulted  by  the  testator,  proved  that  he 
was  not  consulted  on  this  occasion  :  the  whole  trans- 
action was  kept  secret.  But  a  fellow  clerk  had  heard 
that  this  insurance  had  been  effected,  and  questioned 
Collins  on  the  subject,  who  said  that  it  was  a  little 
provision  for  the  testator's  wife  :  and  while  the  codicil 
was  under  preparation,  a  few  days  before  the  death 
of  the  testator.  Captain  Atkinson,  his  son,  having 
complained  of  delay,  the  Defendant  turned  round  to 
the  clerk  and  said,  no  codicil  should  be  exitcuted  un- 
less he  chose.  This  is  a  material  fact,  and  there  is 
other  evidence  that  the  testator  acted  under  the  con- 
trol of  Collins,  the  clerk.  When  the  letter  was  dis- 
covered, afler  the  death  of .  Atkinson,  a  conversation 
Uxk  place  in  which  Collins  said  that  he  could  destroy 
the  credit  of  the  house  by  producing  the  public  ac^ 
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18^.  counts.  It  appears  that  the  Appellant  had  Atkinsoo 
under  his  influence,  by  the  manner  of  keeping  these 
public  accounts ;  which  was  the  cause  of  executing 
the  assignment,  and  ako  the  codicil  giving  100/.  to 
Collins  as  a  further  mark  of  approbation. 

Upon  the  uigency  of  counsel  an  issue  was  directed. 
The  case  was  beard  before  the  Lord  Chief  Justice : 
witnesses  for  the  PlaintifT  were  examined :  CoUins's 
counsel  called  no  witnesses.  The  jury,  under  the 
direction  of  the  Lord  Chief  Justice,  found  for  the 
Plaintiff.  The  Lord  Chief  Justice  directed  the  jury, 
**  that  as  neither  party  had  proved  the  instruments, 
**  or  examined  the  attesting  witnesses,  or  tlie  persoa 
**  who  drew  the  last  assignment,  they  could  know 
^^  nothing  of  the  contents  or  the  facts  attending  the 
**  executions  or  the  consideration,  except  what  might 
**  be  collected  fi'om  the  conversations  in  the  presence 
^*  of  both  parties,  which  had  been  given  in  evidence; 
^*  and  that  the  question  which  arose  upon  that  evi* 
"  deuce  was,  whether  Atkinson  executed  the  assign- 
**  menC  under  an  apprehension  communicated  or  sug* 
*^  gested  to  him  by  the  Defendant :  that  the  Defendant 
**  had  it  in  his  power  to  destroy  his  character,  and 
'^  ruin  the  credit  ot  his  house,  by  exposing  frauds  in 
"  the  public  accounts  (rf  the  house  with  government, 
^^  kept  by  the  Defendant  for  the  deceased  ;  and  that 
^^  he  woukl  do  so  unless  those  policies  were  assigned 
**  to  him,  &c.  Upon  this  direction  the  jury  found 
^*  tiiat  in  \he  event  of  any  assignment  having  been 
*'  made  by  Atkinson,  &c.,  it  was  obtained  by  undue 
•*  influence. "  The  evidence  before  the  jury  consisted 
of  admfssions  by  Collins,  which  might  have  been  the 
foundatioj^of  the  verdict.  It  was  suggested  that  the 
Lord  Ch^  Justice  was  not  satisfied  with  the  verdict 
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But  from  the  conversation  which  he  had  with  Lord      1828. 
Manners,  it  appears  that  he  was  satisfied.  Goixnt* 

In  point  of  form  there  is  some  objection.  The  as- 
signment was  not  produced' in  evidence ;  but  it  was 
competent  to  the  Defendant  to  prove  it.  The  real 
question  was  in  substance  tried  on  that  occasion,  and 
it  is  not  sufficient  to  reverse  such  a  decision  that 
there  is  some  defect  in  point  of  form.  An  Issue  is  to 
inform  the  conscience  of  the  Judge  who  directs  it, 
and  if  he  has  all  the  evidence  before  him,  an  omission 
to  prove  an  instrument  upon  the  trial  of  the  issue,  is 
not  a  ground  to  direct  a  new  trial,  especially  as  the 
Lord  Chief  Justice  was  satisfied. 

Taking  all  the  evidence  together^  I  should  have 
concurred  with  the  jury.  The  matter  was  originally 
heard  at  great  length  in  equity,  upon  a  question  of 
fact,  which  has  been  duly  investigated,  and  the  ver- 
dict of  a  jury  corresponded  with  the  opinion  of  the 
Judge  in  equity.  The  case  coming  back  again,  was 
thoroughly  sifted  and  examined  upon  a  re-hearing. 

Under  these  circumstances  it  would  require  a  very 
strong  case  to  reverse  such  a  decision.  My  qpinion 
is,  upon  the  facts  in  evidence,  that  the  judgment  is 
right,  and,  unless  some  doubt  were  expressed  on  the 
question,  I  should  move  that  the  judgment  be  af- 
firmed. 


Judgment  affirmed,  with  100/.  costs. 
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ENGLAND. 

(court  OP  CHANCERY.) 

W.  R.  P.  Tylney  Long  Wellesley  >  ^      Unnbt 
and  others,  infants,  by  their  next  friend  S      ^ 

The  Hon.  W.  Pole  Tylney  Long>    ^  ,    . 

Wellesley  \   J^^^P^^'*^'^- 

The  Court  of  Chancery  has  jurisdiction  to  appoint  a  guardian  for 
infants,  being  Wards  of  the  Court,  excluding  the  futher ;  and 
upon  evidence  that  the  father  was  living  in  a  state  of  adultery, 
and  had  encouraged  his  children  in  swearing,  keeping  low 
company,  &c.  ;  it  was  held  a  fit  case  to  exercise  the  power 
to  exclude  him  from  the  guardianship. 


The  question  upon  this  appeal  was,  whether  the 
Appellant,  jure  paterno,  was  intitled  to  the  custody 
of  his  children,  or  whether  the  Court  of  Chancery  had 
jurisdiction  to  deprive  him  of  that  custody,  and  to 
appoint  another  guardian  for  the  children ;  and  wheth«* 
that  jurisdiction,  if  it  existed,  was,  properly  exercised 
under  the  following  state  of  circumstances. 

The  Appellant,  in  1812,  married  Catherine  Pole 
Tylney  Long.  By  the  settlement  made  upon  the 
marriage,  13,000/.  a  year  was  settled  upon  her  as 
pin-money,  and,  subject  to  that  annuity,  her  lands  in 
fee-simple  were  settled  upon  the  Appellant  for  life. 
The  lands  to  which  she  was  intitled  in  fee-tail,  under 
the  will  of  Sir  James  Long,  were  settled  upon  the 
Appellant  during  the  joint  lives  of  himself  and  his 
wife.  Out  of  these  lands,  portions  for  the  younger 
children  were  to  be  raised,  under  an  appointment  made 
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by  Mrs.  Wellesley,  according  to  a  power  vested  in  her       ^^'^^• 
by  the  will.   Subject  to  these  portions  the  lands  vested 
in  the  eldest  son,  as  tenant  in  tail  upon  the  death  of 
Mrs.  Wellesley. 

In  1821  the  Appellant,  accompanied  by  his  wife 
and  family,  went  abroad,  to  avoid  his  creditors,  and 
there  he  formed  an  adulterous  connexion  with  Mrs. 
Helena  Bligh,  which  caused  a  separation  between  him 
and  his  wife.  He  continued  to  reside  and  cohabit 
with  Mrs.  Bligh  at  Paris.  Mrs.  Wellesley,  in  1824, 
proceeded  to  England,  taking  with  her,  by  his  per- 
mission, a  daughter  and  two  sons,  the  issue  of  the 
marriage.  In  1825  proceedings  for  a  divorce  were 
commenced  by  Mrs.  Wellesley  in  the  Ecclesiastical 
Court;  and  a  bill  in  Chancery  was  also  filed  by  her 
direction^  to  make  her  infant  children  wards  of  the 
Court,  with  a  view  to  prevent  their  abduction  by 
force  or  stratagem,  on  the  part  of  the  Appellant. 

In  September,  1826,  Mrs.  Wellesley  died,  having 
committed  her  children  to  the  care  of  her  sisters,  the 
Misses  Long,  with  a  death-bed  request  that  they 
would  not  permit  the  Appellant  to  get  possession  of 
them.  On  the  30th  of  September  a  bill  was  filed  in 
the  name  of  the  infants  by  their  next  friend,  against 
the  persons  having  the  legal  estate  in  property  which 
they  held  in  trust  for  the  in&nts,  praying  the  usual 
accounts ;  that  the  portions  of  the  younger  children 
might  be  raised ;  and  that  a  proper  person  might  be 
appointed  to  have  the  care  of  the  persons  of  the  three 
infants,  during  their  minorities,  with  an  allowance  for 
their  maintenance. 

After  the  death  of  Mrs.  Wellesley,  the  Appellant 
applied  to  the  Misses  Long,  and  requested  them 
to  deliver  the  cliildren  to  his  custody,  which  they 
refused.  In  October,  1825,  he  procured  a  writ  of 
habeas '  corpora  from  the  Court  of  King's  Bench, 
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1828.  which  was  served  on  the  solicitor  of  the  Mimes  Long. 
On  ttie  3d  of  November,  and  before  the  return  of  the 
writ,  a  petition  was  presented  to  the  Lord  Chancellor 
in  the  names  of  tlie  infants,  to  restrain  him  firom  pro* 
secuting  the  writ ;  and  in  consequence  of  an  opinion 
expressed  by  the  Lord  Chancellor,  that  he  oouid  not 
have  the  custody  of  the  infimts  wliile  he  was  abroad, 
he  desisted  from  prosecuting  the  writ. 

In  November,  1825,  the  Appellant,  being  still  abroad, 
presented  a  petition  praying  a  reference  to  one  of  the 
Masters  of  the  Court,  to  approve  of  a  plan  for  the 
education  of  the  in&nts,  and  a  suitable  establishm^it 
for  their  residence. 

On  the  9th  of  November,  the  Lord  Chancellor  inade 
an  order  of  reference  as  to  a  plan  of  education,  and  an 
establishment  for  residence;  and  that  the  Master 
should  approve  of  a  proper  person  to  act  as  guardian 
to  the  infants,  and  ^'  state  to  the  Court  what  rektions, 
*^  other  than  their  father^  the  infants  had,  &c.  &c. ; 
*^  and  that  the  Appellant  should  be  restrained  from 
**  interfering  with  theinfimts,  &c." 

On  the  14th  of  December,  the  Appellant  presented 
a  petition,  stating  his  intention  to  reside  in  England 
where  he  then  was,  and  claiming,  as  the  fatlier  and 
natural  guardian,  the  custody  of  the  infants,  and  the 
management  of  their  education.  The  petition  prayed, 
*'  that  the  order  of  the  9th  of  November,  1825,  might 
^^  be  rescinded,  and  that  the  Misses  Long  might  on  a 
"  day  to  be  named  deliver  over  the  infimts  to  their 
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father. 


>» 


In  support  of  this  petition,  and  in  opposition  to  it, 
various  affidavits  were  filed,  which,  as  to  many  of  the 
allegations,  were  directly  contradictory.  After  argu- 
ment, additional  affidavits  on  both  sides  were  filed  up- 
on the  suggestion  of  the  Lord  Chancellor. 

In  the  meantime  the  adult^x)us  intercourse  between 
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die  AppdUant  and  Mrs.  Bligh  continued,  and  da-       l^. 
mages  had  been  recovered  in  an  action  for  crim.  con. 
by  the  husband  against  the  Appelant. 

In  January,  1827,  the  petition  again  came  on  for 
hearing.    The  evidence  consisted  of  affidavits  to  the 
number  of  forty ;  letters  from  the  Appellant  to  his 
children  and  his  wife ;  and  from  her  to  him,  and  others. 
The  case  made  against  the  Appellant  upon  this  evi- 
dence was  general  ill  treatment  of  his  wife,  an  adul- 
terous connexion  continuing  to  the  time  of  making  the 
order  and  the  encouragement  df  the  children  in  habits 
of  swearing,  and  keeping  low  company.    Letters  were 
produced,  written  by  the  Appellant  to  his  sons,  in  one 
of  which,  in  the  midst  oi  much  good  moral  advice^  he 
says,  "  If  the  fellow  be  a  sportsman  who  told  you,  &c.» 
**  damn  his  infernal  soul  to  hell :"  In  another,  '*  study 
^*  hard,  but  as  soon  as  you  have  completed  your  tasks, 
^*  go  out,  in  all  weathers,  and  play  hell  and  Tommys 
**  &c.,  chase  cats,  dogs,  and  women,  old  and  young, 
"  but  spare  my  game."     In  another  letter,  written  to 
the  tutor  of  his  sous,  complaining  of  the  interference 
of  Mrs.  Wellesley  and  her  sisters,  whom  he  suspected 
of  being  fanatical,  or  over-religious,  he  says,  "  there 
^^  are  certain  things  which  ought  to  be  let  alone,  a  man 
*'  and  his  children  ought  to  be  allowed  to  go  to  the 
**  devil  their  own  way,  if  he  pleases." 

On  the  1st  of  February,  tlie  Lord  Chancellor  made 
an  order,  by  which,  reciting  that  the  affidavits,  filed 
in  the  matter  of  the  petition,  to  the  number  of  forty, 
had  been  read,  he  ordered  that  it  should  be  referred 
to  the  Master,  to  enquire  and  report  to  what  person 
or  persons  (other  than  the  Appellant,)  the  custody  of 
the  in&nts,  and  the  care  of  their  maintenance  and 
education  should  be  committed,  &c.,  and  that  the 
Appellant,  and  all  other  persons  should  be  restrained 
from  removing,  or  attempting  to  renK)ve  the  infants, 
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1828.      or  any  of  them,  fitwn  the  care  and  custody  of  the 
Misses  Long,  &c. 
Against  this  order  the  appeal  was  presented. 


WELLB8LET 

V, 
WELLB8LET. 


For  the  Appellant — Mr.  Horne^  Mr.  Brougham^ 
(and  Mr.  Beames). 

For  the  Respondents — The  Attorney  General^ 
and  Mr.  PepysJ'^ 

4thJuiy,i828.  Lovd  Redesdale. — I  have  given  to  this  case  all 
the  attention  which  it  is  possible  for  me  to  give ;  and 
I  have  not  the  slightest  hesitation  in  saying,  that  I 
think  tlie  oi-der  which  has  been  pronounced  in  the 
Court  below,  ought  to  be  affirmed,  supposing  that 
Court  had  authority  to  make  the  order.  I  am  also 
of  opinion  that  the  Court  is  authorized  to  make  such 
an  order,  according  to  all  the  principles  that  have 
been  acted  upon,  from  the  earliest  period  down  to 
the  present  time. 

What  is  the  ground  on  which  the  opposition  is 
made  to  this  order '?  The  opposition  is  founded  on 
the  right  of  the  father  to  have  the  care  and  custody 
of  his  children.  That  right  is  not  disputed  by  the 
order ;  but  the  question  is,  whether  the  father  having 
that  right,  is  to  be  at  liberty  to  abuse  that  right. 
That  is  the  real  question.  Why  is  the  parent  en- 
trusted with  the  care  of  his  children  ?  Because  it  is 
generally  supposed  he  will  best  execute  the  trust  re- 
posed in  him ;  for  that  it  is  a  trust,  of  all  trusts  the 
most  sacred,  none  of  your  Lordships  can  doubt. 

If  a  guardian  is  appointed  under  the  statute,  which 
enables  the  father  to  appoint  a  guardian,  the  counsel 
at  the  bar  have  not  disputed  that  that  is  a  trust ;  it  is  a 

*  The  arguments  and  authorities  did  not  materially  difier  from 
those  which  appear  reported  as  upon  the  hearing  in  the  Court  be- 
low.   See  2  Russell's  Rep.  p.  1. 
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del^ated  trust;  r  trust,  which  the  law  has  enabled  ^828. 
the  father,  when  he  ceases  to  live,  to  give  to  others  wbixeslkt 
for  the  benefit  of  his  children ;  but  if  the  father 
abuses  that  trust,  if  he  appoints  improper  persons  to 
be  the  guardians  of  his  children,  is  it  doubted,  that  a 
court  of  justice  can  interfere,  and  can  prevent  that 
misapplication  of  the  power,  which  is  given  to  the 
father  '\  If,  on  the  contrary,  the  father  meant  well  to 
execute  tlie  trust,  but  has  been  deceived,  and  has  ap- 
pointed for  the  purpose  a  person  improper  to  be  en- 
trusted with  the  care  of  the  children,  is  it  questioned. 
Or  has  it  been  questioned  at  the  bar,  that  some  Court» 
or  that  the  Court  which  has  made  this  order,  has  a 
right  to  interfere,  to  control  the  conduct  of  the  per- 
son so  delegated  by  the  will  of  the  father  % 

I  apprehend,  it  is  impossible  to  say  that  the  father 
has  that  absolute  right,  which  is  contended  for  at  the 
bar.  What  are  the  grounds  on  which  the  custody  of 
the  children  is  given  to  the  father  ?  First,  protec- 
tion, then  care  and  education.  Is  it  not  clear,  that  if 
the  father  does  not  give  that  protection,  does  not 
maintain  the  child,  that  the  law  interferes,  for  the  pur- 
pose of  compelling  the  maintenance  of  that  child  ? 
Is  it  not  clear,  that  if  the  father  cruelly  treats  the 
child  in  any  manner,  that  a  court  of  criminal  juris- 
diction will  interfere,  for  the  purpose  of  preventing 
that  treatment?  Is  it  to  be  said  then,  there  is  no 
jurisdiction  whatsoever  in  this  country,  that  can  con- 
trol the  conduct  of  the  father  in  the  education  of 
his  children  ?  If  a  stranger  was  to  enter  into  this 
house,  and  hear  what  was  argued  on  that  subject, 
would  it  not  strike  Iiim  with  astonishment  that  the  law 
of  this  country  should  not  have  provided  for  such  a 
case? 

We  find  that  now,  for  a  hundred  and  fifty  years, 
the  Court  of  Chancery  has  assumed  an  authority  with 
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1828.  respect  to  the  care  of  infants ;  and  it  has  assumed 
that  authority,  to  the  extent  in  which  it  was  assumed, 
for  this  reason  :  as  long  as  the  feudal  tenures  remain- 
ed, generally  speaking,  infants  who  had  lost  their  pa- 
rents, were  under  the  protection*  of  the  law  Mrhich 
then  existed,  with  respect  to  the  treatment  and  the 
care  of  the  children.  When  that  was  at  an  end,  it 
was  thought  fit,  by  a  particular  statute,  to  enable  the 
father  to  make  an  appointment  of  a  guardian  for  his 
children,  giving  to  him  the  power  which  that  statute 
gave,  to  select  proper  persons  for  that  purpose.  As 
i  observed  before,  if  he  makes  an  improper  selecticmi 
if  the  person  whom  he  has  so  selected,  misconduct 
himself,  it  is  perfectly  clear,  that  a  power  has  be^ 
assumed  to  control  that  conduct. 

Now,  upon  what  does  Lord  Somers,  upon  what 
does  Lord  Nottingham,  upon  what  does  Lord  Hard- 
wicke,  upon  what  ground  does  every  Chancellor  who 
has  been  sitting  on  the  bench,  in  the  Court  of  Chan- 
cery since  that  time,  place  the  jurisdiction  ?  They, 
all  say,  that  it  is  a  right  which  devolves  to  the  Crown, 
as  parens  patria^  and  that  it  is  the  duty,  of  the 
Crown  to  see  that  the  child  is  properly  taken  care  of. 

We  all  know  that  many  jurisdictions  are  given 
to  the  Crown,  many  powei-s  are  given  to  the  Crown ; 
but  those  powers  are  all  to  be  exercised  by  respon- 
sible ministers.  It  is  not  the  king  who  takes  on  him^ 
self  to  determine  who  is  to  be  a  proper  guardian 
of  the  children ;  but  he  is  to  delegate  to  differ^t 
ministers,  the  different  kinds  of  powers  which  belong 
to  him,  that  there  may  be,  according  to  the  language 
of  our  law,  persons  responsible  to  the  king  and  Ae 
people,  for  their  good  conduct,  in  the  administration 
of  theu-  trust.  I,  therefore,  have  no  doubt  in  the 
world,  that  it  must  be  taken,  to  be  a  jurisdiction 
rightly  assumed;  for  a  hundred  and  fifity  years  past. 
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unquestionably  assumed  by  the  Chancellors  sitting      1B28. 
in  the  Court  oT  Chancery. 

Lord  Somers  resembled  the  jurisdiction  over  in- 
puts, to  the  cai*e  .which  the  Court  takes  with  respect 
to  lunatics,  and  supposed  that  the  jurisdiction  de- 
volved on  the  Crown,  in  the  same  way.  There  is 
no  particular  law  upon  the  subject ;  the  law  merely 
declares  that  the  king  has  the  care  of  the  persons 
who  are  of  insane  mind,  and  that  he  is  to  take 
care  of  their  property.  If  they  are  absolute  idiots, 
the  property  devolves  to  him  during  their  lives,  and 
he  is  to  provide  only  for  their  maintenance.  If 
they  are  not  idiots>  but  persons  who  have  lucid  in- 
tervals, then  the  king  is  to  take  care  of  their  property, 
to  take  care  of  their  persons,  to  take  care  of  their 
maintenance:  and  whatever  property  may  be  accu- 
mulated in  the  mean  time,  he  is  a  trustee  of  it  for 
the  benefit  of  those  who  may  be  entitled  at  their 
death,  or  to  them,  if  they  should  ever  recover. 
"With  respect  to  the  case  of  infants,  can  there  be  a 
stronger  proof  that  it  was  conceived  to  be  reserved 
to  the  Crown  than  this : — ^that  the  City  of  London 
claim,  as  an  immemorial  rights  and  a  right  which 
mast  have  been  derived  to  them  from  the  Crown,  the 
care  of  orphans,  and  that  they  have  most  extraordi- 
n»y  powers  for  that  purpose,  extending  to  enable  the 
Court  of  Orphans  to  commit  to  Newgate  a  person 
who  disobeys  their  order  1:  That  has  been  allowed 
in  a  Court  of  Common  Law,  and  it  is  founded  upon 
iitage,  which  must  have  been  founded  originally  upon 
a  grant  from  the  Crown,  of  such  powers  to  the  Cor- 
pbration  of  London. 

r  think  there  can  be  no  doubt,  therefore,  that  the 
law  of  this  country  has  reserved  to  the  king  the  pre- 
rogative for  the  protection  of  infants,  to  be  executed 
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1828.  ia  such  a  manner  as  the  constitution  requires  him 
WELLESLEY  to  cxccutc  all  his  prerogatives.  If  we  look  to  this 
case  with  respect  to  the  father,  why  is  the  con- 
duct of  the  father  not  to  be  considered  as  a  trust,  as 
well  as  the  conduct  of  a  person  appointed  as  guar- 
dian "i  It  is  true  that  the  law  has  not  authorised  the 
compelliug  a  father  to  furnish  means  of  maintenance 
beyond  actual  maintenance.  You  cannot  say  that 
the  father,  whatever  his  property  may  be,  shall  allow 
to  the  child  so  much  or  so  much  for  the  maintenance 
and  education  of  the  child,  tlie  law  compels  him 
to  maintain  tliat  child.  If  he  refuses,  he  may  be 
compelled  to  maintain  him ;  but  the  law  can  do  no 
more  than  compel  bare  maintenance.  But,  if  the 
child  has  property  of  his  own,  then  there  is  a  right 
to  apply  tliat  property,  which  belongs  to  the  child, 
most  beneficially  for  the  purposes  of  the  child's  sup- 
port and  education. 

In  this  case,  the  children  who  are  the  objects 
of  your  Lordships'  attention,  have  property,  and, 
through  the  medium  of  that  property,  a  maintenanoe 
may  be  applied  for  them.  The  children  were,  at  the 
time  of  the  death  of  their  mother,  under  her  care. 
If  they  had  had  no  property  whatsoever,  it  woul4 
have  been  extremely  difficult,  unquestionably,  for  the 
Court  of  Chancery  to  have  found  the  means  of  main- 
taining them  according  to  their  rank  and  situaticm ; 
because,  they  have  no  power  to  compel  Mr.  Welles- 
ley  to  do  more  than  to  afford  them  bare  maintenance, 
and  that  in  another  mode  of  proceeding.  But,  as 
they  have  property,  it  was  thought  fit,  on  the  death 
of  their  mother,  and  upon  Mr.  Wellesley  proposing 
to  take  the  children  under  his  immediate  care,  to  fife 
a  bill  in  the  Court  of  Chancery  against  the  persons 
who  were  in  possession  of  tliat  property,  to  compel 
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tliose  persons  to  apply  the  income  of  that  property  1828. 
for  the  benefit  of  those  children.  Those  persons  had 
no  right  to  make  that  application  of  the  property» 
no  unquestionable  right,  without  the  intervention  of 
the  Court,  because,  having  a  father,  and  he  being 
bound  to  maintain  them,  it  would  not  have  been  al- 
lojared  to  those  trustees  to  expend  money  in  their 
maintenance  without  the  authority  of  the  Court  for 
that  purpose. 

Upon  what  ground  is  the  Court  required  to 
nudntain  these  children  out  of  their  own  property, 
and  not  at  the  expanse  of  the  father'?  It  is  because 
that  father  is  an  improper  person  to  have  the  care  of 
these  children;  and,  as  it  is  proposed  that  their 
maintenance  and  education  should  be  put  out  of  his 
control,  it  is,  therefore,  as  he  may  refuse  to  afford 
them  more  than  will  supply  them  with  their  bare  main- 
tenance, which  the  law  of  the  country  would  require 
from  every  person  who  had  the  means  to  maintain 
his  children  ;  it  is  for  that  reason  that  the  Court  is 
to  take  upon  itself,  out  of  the  property  that  those 
children  have,  instead  of  accumulating  the  income  of 
their  property  for  their  benefit,  till  they  should  be 
capable  of  taking  possession  of  it  themselves,  to  ap- 
ply a  part  of  it  for  their  maintenance  and  education . 
This  bill  being  filed,  an  application  is  made  to  the 
Court  to  appoint  a  proper  person  to  act,  for  the  pur- 
pose of  taking  care  of  those  children,  and  applying 
this  fund  for  their  maintenance.  That  the  Court  has 
jurisdiction  with  respect  to  the  maintenance  is  un- 
questionable ;  it  is  a  jurisdiction  with  respect  to  the 
income  of  the  property,  to  take  care  of  it  for  the  be- 
nefit of  the  children,  to  apply  it  for  the  benefit  of  the 
children,  as  far  as  it  may  be  beneficial  for  them  that 
it  should  be  so  applied,  and  to  accumulate  any  sur- 
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1828.  plus,  if  any  surplus  there  sliould  be.  The  right, 
therefore,  to  act,  upon  this  subject,  is  unquestionably 
independent  of  any  other  part  of  the  case. 

If  Mr.  Wellesley  had  not  been  of  the  description 
which  is  attributed  to  him  by  these  proceedings ;  had 
he  been  a  person  not  objectionable  in  himself,  but  in 
extreme  poverty,  and  unable,  therefore,  to  maintain 
his  children,  which  has  been  the  case  in  some  instances 
which  have  come  under  the  consideration  of  tlie  Court, 
the  Court,  as  in  those  instances,  might  have  thought 
fit  to  allow,  out  of  the  income  belonging  to  the  infants^ 
a  sum  of  money  for  the  purpose  of  the  maintenance 
and  education  of  tliose  children  ;  but,  in  all  thoaei 
cases,  tlie  Court  has  always  thought  fit  to  take  oa 
itself,  and  it  was  bound  to  take  on  itself  the  mode 
in  which  that  allowance  should  be  appUed  for  their 
benefit,  and  therefore  has  put  it  under  some  ccm- 
trol.  Whether  it  has  entrusted  the  father  with  the 
application,  or  whether  it  has  thought  fit  to  appoint 
other  persons  to  see  to  the  application,  it  has  alwaya 
been  put  under  some  sort  of  control.        .^ 

It  is  said,  that  there  is  nothing  from,  which  this 
jurisdiction  can  be  inferred  as  belonging  to  the  Court, 
except  the  dicta  that  may  be  found  in  books,  and 
the  actual  exercise  of  it  for  one  hundred  and  fifty 
years  by  persons  who  have  sat  in  the  Court  of  Chan«< 
eery.  If  we  look  back  to  the  constitution  of  the  go- 
vernment of  this  country,  there  are  many  things, 
which  we  cannot  ascertain.  Will  any  of  your  Lord- 
ships tell  me  how  there  comes  to  be  a  House  of  Com- 
mons and  a  House  of  Lords '?  I  cannot  tell.  I  have 
taken  much  pains  to  investigate  that  subject,  and  I 
believe  it  is  impossible  to  say  whence  it  originated — 
whence  it  came,  that  that  which,  to  all  appearance, 
from  early  records  and  early  history  was  a  General 
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Council  of  Barons,   came   to   be   divided  into  two      1828. 
Houses  of  Parliament,  a  House  of  Lords  and  a  House   wellesley 
of  Commons,  the  House  of  Commons  elected  and  not 
summoned  on  any  other  ground.     We  know  that  it 
arose  at  a  certain  period,  but  how  it  then  took  place 
we  do  not  know. 

It  is  so  with  respect  to  many  other  jurisdictions. 
As  to  much  of  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Court  of  King's 
Bench,  of  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Court  of  Exchequer, 
your  Lordships  would  be  extremely  puzzled  to  say 
how  it  originated.  With  respect  to  this  jurisdiction 
of  the  Court  of  Chancery,  I  have  had  some  expe- 
rience on  the  subject  in  the  character  of  one  of  the 
Justices  of  Wales,  and  at  one  time  Chancellor  of  the 
bishopric  of  Durham.  With  respect  to  Wales,  all 
the  jurisdiction  originated  by  an  act  of  Henry  VIIl. 
That  act  gives  jurisdiction  to  the  Chancellor,  and,  as 
incident  to  their  Courts  of  Chancery,  all  the  Justices 
of  Wales  have  constantly  exercised  this  jurisdiction, 
with  respect  to  wards  in^their  court.  I  really  cannot 
tell  whence  the  Chancery  of  Durham  originated ;  but, 
as  Chancellor  of  Durham,  I  have  exercised  this  juris- 
diction, and  nobody  doubted  the  right  to  the  juris- 
diction. 

These  instances  prove  distinctly,  that  it  is  con- 
sidered in  the  constitution  of  the  government  of  this 
country,  that  all  powers  in  the  administration  of  jus- 
tice, which  are  necessary  in  themselves,  are  vested 
in  the  Crown,  vested  in  the  Crown  to  be  exercised  by 
those  ministers  of  the  Crown  to  whom  the  jurisdiction 
has  usually  been  delegated ;  and  this  jurisdiction 
must  be  taken  to  be  delegated  to  the  Court  of  Chan- 
cery, whenever  there  is  a  suit  respecting  property  in 
that  Court  ;  and  if  there  was  a  suit  respecting 
property  in  the  Court  of  Exchequer,  as  a  Court  of 
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1828.  Equity,  to  take  care  of  the  property  beloDging  to 
wuLEtLBT  an  infant,  the  Court  of  Exchequer  would  exercne 
that  jurisdiction,  as  incident ;  that  is,  it  would  take 
care  that  the  property  which  was  to  be  adminis- 
tered under  its  direction,  should  be  properly  so  a4* 
ministered. 

It  would  be  a  very  extraordinary  decision  to 
hold,  as  it  has  been  argued,  that,  until  this  House, 
as  a  Court  of  superior  jurisdiction,  had  positively 
decided  on  the  jurisdiction,  that  that  jurisdictimi 
should  be  considered  as  not  existing.  It  must  pre- 
viously exist  from  the  supposition  of  the  general 
administration  of  justice  before  this  Court  could 
entertain  any  judgment  on  the  subject.  It  may  be 
said,  if  the  Com!  of  Chancery  exercised  the  juris- 
diction where  it  has  none,  this  Court  may  pronounce 
that  it  has  no  jurisdiction,  but  this  Court  cannot  pro- 
nounce that  it  has  jurisdiction,  but  because  it  has 
previously  the  jurisdiction.  If  it  were  necessary  to 
go  back  into  times  long  past,  to  examine  the  grounds 
on  which  every  law  is  administered  in  this  country, 
before  it  could  be  considered  as  legally  administered, 
we  should  be  involved  in  very  great  difficulties.  But 
what  has  been  the  practice  for  a  great  number  €i 
years,  has  been  held,  not  in  this  country  alone,  but 
in  all  countries,  to  be  a  gi-ound  for  supposing  that 
it  was  rightly  done,  on  this  supposition,  that  if  it 
had  been  wrongfully  done,  it  would  not  have  been 
permitted  to  be  continued. 

Having  said  thus  much  on  the  question  of  juris- 
diction, I  will  say  very  little  on  the  rest  of  the  case. 
The  jurisdiction,  I  conceive,  extends  to  the  case  d 
the  person  as  far  as  is  necessary  for  protection  and 
education.  The  care  of  the  person  to  protect  from 
violence  belongs  to  the  Court  of  King's  Bench,  but 
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the  care  of  the  person  with  respect  to  education  does  '®^- 
not  belong  to  the  Court  of  King's  Bench,  and  the  wsixifLBT 
Court  of  King's  Bench  disclaim  any  such  right: 
therefore,  as  to  the  care  and  protection  for  the  pur- 
pose of  education,  it  belongs  to  this  Court,  which 
has  exercised  the  jurisdiction.  The  Chancellor  per- 
haps might  have  exercised  it  independent  of  the 
cause  which  has  been  instituted ;  but  as  incident  to 
the  cause  that  has  been  instituted,  I  apprehend  there 
can  be  no  doubt  of  the  right  to  exercise  the  jurisdic- 
tion. If  the  jurisdiction  exists  upon  the  grounds  on 
which  the  Court  has  thought  fit  to  interfere  with  the 
care  of  the  father  in  the  management  of  his  children, 
I  would  only  refer  to  one  passage  in  a  letter,  which 
Mr.  Wellesley  himself  wrote  to  Mr,  Pitman,  the 
tutor  of  these  children ;  and  I  would  ask  then  whether 
any  one  of  your  Lordships  can  doubt  as  to  the  neces- 
sity of  some  control  over  the  management  of  Mr* 
Wellesley  with  respect  to  his  children.  It  is  in  a 
letter  to  Mr.  Pitman,  dated  the  16th  of  November, 
1824,  in  which  he  says,  **  there  are  certain  things 
^'  which  ought  to  be  let  alone,  a  man  and  his  children 
**  ought  to  be  allowed  to  go  to  the  devil  their  own 
**  way,  if  he  pleases."  Now,  my  Lords,  a  man  who 
can  so  write  to  a  person  of  the  description  of  Mr.  Pit- 
man (for  it  is  not  a  loosely  written  letter,  to  a  loose 
p^*son,  to  whom  he  might  have  expressed  himself 
carelessly,  but  it  is  a  letter  written  to  Mr.  Pitman, 
the  tutor  of  his  children)  has,  independent  of  any 
other  consideration,  declared  himself  to  be  an  improper 
person  to  have  the  sole  control  and  education  of  his 
children. 

The  order  that  has  been  made  does  not  absolutely 
exclude  him,  because  if  Mr.  Wellesley  found  that  im- 
proper persons  were  proposed  to  have  the  care  of  his 
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1828.      children  he  might,  with  great  propriety,  interpose, 
wKxcfLST  and  the  Court  would  attend   to  any  objection  he 
.ULBT.   D^>ghit  make  on  that  subject. 

The  Lord  Chancellor. — He  has  proposed  his  own 
tutor^  and  that  tutor  has  been  a[^ointed. 

Lord  Redesdale. — I  was  not  aware  of  that.  With 
respect  to  the  immediate  care  he  hi-s  proposed  at 
proper  person,  and  that  person,  has  been  appointed, 
and  he  may  control  the  conduct  of  any  person  who 
may  be  appointed  to  have  the  care  of  the  children, 
and  he  has  a  right  to  apply  to  the  Court  if  there 
should  be  any  misconduct  on  their  part,  and  I  can 
have  no  doubt  the  Court  would  pay  ever}^  attention, 
and  ought  to  pay  every  attention,  to  any  such  repre- 
sentation. 

Mr.  Wellesley  complains  that  there  stands  on  the 
records  of  this  Court,  in  the  affidavits,  much  which 
he  asserts  is  a  libel  upon  his  character.  It  is  unfor-' 
tunate  that,  when  any  question  of  this  kind  comes  td 
be  contested  in  family  transactions,  many  things  dis- 
*  agreeable  to  the  feelings  of  the  parties  will  be  brouglit 
forward,  and  it  would  have  been  infinitely  more  pru- 
dent, in  my  humble  opinion,  if  Mr.  Wellesley  had 
not  carried  the  matter  to  this  length,  but  contented 
himself  with  that  which  he  would  have  been  permitted 
to  use,  the  interference  with  respect  to  the  persons  whtf 
might  be  appointed  to  the  care  of  the  children,  and 
the  interference  with  respect  to  the  mode  in  which  that 
care  should  be  exercised.  Mr.  Wellesley  has  brought 
upon  himself  all  that  has  passed  on  this  occasion  ;  it 
is  very  much,  in  my  humble  opinion,  owing  to  himself. 

Much  has  been  said  with  respect  to  that  part  of  the 
evidence  which  relates  to  the  transactions  in  Italy. 
The  learned  Judge  who  pronounced  this  order  ap- 
peal's, by  the  report  of  what  he  said,  not  to  have 
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relied  upon  that  evidence ;  but  to  have  relied  upon  !•**► 
the  evidence  of  that  which  subsequently  happened  as  wiu.eii.it 
the  foundation  of  his  order.  It  seems  to  me  that,  ^^^itLwi 
in  the  argimient  of  the  counsel  at  the  bar,  they 
have  thought  that  this  case  was  to  be  used  more  for 
the  purpose  of  throwing  obloquy  oa  the  conduct  of  a 
Dn  Bulkeley,  and  of  a  Mr.  Meara,  and  of  another 
person,  (I  forget  his  name,)  than  for  any  other  pur- 
pose. With  respect  to  Dr.  Bulkeley,  it  is  not  for 
me  to  say  anything.  Judging  from  the  whole  that 
appeal's  in  these  affidavits,  the  question  of  triith  or 
&lsehood  Ues  certainly  between  him  and  Mr.  Wei-' 
lesley;  but  I  must  take  leave  to  observe  that  the 
subsequent  unquestionable  facts-  strongly  confirm  Dr. 
Bulkeley,  and  as  stix)ngly  tend  to  invalidate  what  has 
fiillen  from  Mr.  Wellesley. 

With  respect  to  Mi^.  Bligh  being  a  person  in  the 
situation  in  which  she  stands,  I  cannot  think  that 
great  reliance  can  be  placed  on  what  she  has  asserted 
in  her  affidavit;  and,  taking  the  whole  evidence  to* 
gether,  I  think  there  can  be  no  doubt  that  the  order 
which  has  been  made,  if  there  was  authority  to  make- 
it,  is  justified  by  that  evidence.  Can  any  of  your 
liOrdships  who  has  read  the  evidence,  and  read  it; 
with  the  utmost  candour  towards  Mr.  Wellesley  and 
Mrs.  Bligh,  doubt  that  there  ought  to  be  some  re- 
straint 1:  It  has  been  asserted  at  the  bar,  that  Mrs.- 
Bligh  has  been  carefully  kept  separate  from  these 
diildren  ?  Can  you  doubt  whether  the  separaticm  has 
not  been  owing  to  the  very  circumstance  of  his  ap- 
prehensions fit)m  these  proceedings  "i  Can  you  doubt, 
firom  the  infiuence  which  it  appears  from  these  affida- 
vits, Mrs.  Bligh  has  over  Mr.  Wellesley,  that  if  there 
was  no  control  exercised  by  the  Court  upon  this, 
subject,  Mrs.  Bligh  would  be  the  person  to.  have  the. 
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1828.       care  of  these  children,  or  at  least  to  influence  the 
manner  in  which  they  would  be  disposed  of. 

I  feel  for  Mr.  Wellesley,  because  I  see  that  he 
is  in  chains — ^I  see  that  Mr.  Wellesley  has  unfor- 
tunately made  a  connexion  which  he  is  unable  to 
dissolve,  and  which  I  believe,  from  many  passages 
in  the  affidavits,  at  one  time  he  would  have  been 
very  happy  to  have  been  enabled  to  dissolve ;  but  as 
it  is,  he  has  put  himself  in  a  situation  in  which,  in  my 
humble  opinion,  he  cannot  be  considered  as  a  freeman. 
Under  these  impressions,  I  approve  of  the  order 
which  has  been  made,  having  no  doubt  whatever  of 
the  autliority  to  make  that  order,  and  conceiving  that 
if  your  Lordships  were  to  hold  that  there  was  not  au- 
thority, you  would  do  the  greatest  possible  mischief  to 
the  country — a  mischief  which  must  instantly  be  re- 
medied by  the  legislature,  for  it  never  could  be  endured 
that  the  country  should  be  in  such  a  situation,  that 
children,  such  as  these  are,  particularly,  should  be  in 
the  power  of  the  father  to  treat  as  he  might  think 
proper  with  respect  to  their  education,  the  eldest  child 
in  this  case  being  likely  to  be  a  peer  of  the  reahn. 

Only  consider  to  what  extent  this  might  go.  It 
might  happen  that  a  person  might  form  an  impro- 
vident marriage.  A  lady  who  had  high  expectations, 
might  marry  a  person  of  the  lowest,  and  most  pro- 
fligate description,  and  her  son  might,  after  her  death, 
be  entitled  to  great  property,  and  might  also  be  a 
peer,  the  father  being  a  person  of  the  most  abandoned 
description,  of  the  v.onst  education,  the  most  improper 
person  to  have  any  care  or  direction  of  the  manage- 
ment of  that  son  ;  and  is  the  doctrine  to  be  endmed 
that  there  does  not  exist  in  this  country  a  jurisdiction 
to  control  the  power  of  the  father  in  such  circum- 
stances.   I  deny  that  the  law  ever  considered  tliat 
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he  has  such  a  power,  it  has  always  considered  it  as  a  ^^^• 
trust.  Look  at  all  the  elementary  writings  on  the 
subject ;  they  say  that  a  father  is  entrusted  with  the 
care  of  the  children  ;  that  he  is  entrusted  with  it  for 
this  reason,  because,  it  is  to  be  supposed,  his  natural 
affection  would  make  him  the  most  proper  person  to 
discharge  that  trust.  Under  this  impression  I  humbly 
move  your  Lordships  to  affirm  the  Judgment  of  the 
Court  below. 

Lord  Manners. — ^The  argument  of  the  noble  and 
learned  Lord  who  has  discussed  this  case  (concur- 
ring entirely,  as  I  do,  with  all  which  he  has  stated) 
has  rendered  it  unnecessary  for  me  to  enter  into 
much  discussion  on  any  of  the  points  that  occur  in 
this  case. 

This  is  an  appeal  against  an  order  of  the  late  Lord 
Chancellor,  Lord  Eldon,  by  which  he  declined  to 
comply  with  the  petition  of  the  Appellant,  Mr.  Wel- 
lesley,  which  required,  among  other  things,  to  have 
the  children  in  his  custody,  instead  of  which,  the  noble 
and  learned  Lord  directed  a  reference  to  the  Master 
to  report  as  to  a  proper  person,  with  the  exception 
of  the  ^pellant,  to  have  the  care  and  the  super- 
intendance  of  the  education  of  his  children.  This 
order  of  the  noble  and  learned  Lord  is  objected  to  by 
Mr.  Wellesley,  the  Appellant,  upon  two  grounds : 
first,  that  the  Chancellor  has  not  a  jurisdiction  in  the 
Court  of  Chancery  to  separate  the  children,  the  wards 
of  the  Court,  from  their  parent,  while  he  is  residing  in 
this  country ;  secondly,  if  there  be  such  a  jurisdiction, 
that,  in  the  present  instance,  it  has  been  imprc^rly 
exercised. 

With  respect  to  the  first  question,  I  acknowledge  I 
have  not  attempted  to  explore  the  origin,  or  to  ascer- 
tain the  commencement  of  the  jurisdiction.  If  I  had 
80  done,  I  should  have  been  anticipated  in  every 
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1828.  thing  which  might  have  been  daid  usefully  upon  the 
WKULBffbST  subject,  by  my  noble  and  learned  friend  ;  for  it 
*•  seems  to  me,  indeed,  abundantly  sufficient  for  the 
purpose  of  this  case,  that  this  jurisdiction  has  been 
uniformly  asserted  and  repeatedly  exercised  by  suc- 
cessive chancellors  for  a  period  of  more  than  a  cen- 
tury. I  have  looked  into  the  cases  referred  to  oa 
the  subject,  to  discover  if  any  chancellor  hesitated, 
or  has  entertained  a  doubt  as  to  this  jurisdiction.  I 
do  not  find,  from  the  time  of  Lord  Nottingham  to  the 
present  day,  that  any  doubt  has  been  stated  by  the 
Court  with  respect  to  the  existence  of  such  a  juris- 
diction. It  has,  then,  become  the  established  juris- 
diction of  the  Court ;  it  has  become  the  practice  of 
the  Court,  and  as  such,  a  part  of  the  law  of  the  land. 
Indeed,  it  is  a  strong  confirmation  of  this  jurisdic- 
tion, that,  on  a  writ  of  habeas  corpus  being  applied 
for  by  the  father,  to  have  the  children  restored  to 
him,  in  the  Court  of  King's  Bench,  that  Court  en- 
quires whether  they  are  wards  of  the  Court  of  Chan- 
cery, and  whether  there  are  any  proceedings  in 
that  Court  respecting  them.  If  the  Court  of  King's 
Bench  finds  there  are  such  proceedings,  it  declines  to 
grant  the  writ.  This  would  be  a  dereliction  of  thdr 
duty  if  no  such  jurisdiction  exists ;  this  seems  to  be 
a  strong  judicial  rec(^niti(m  of  the  existence  of  this 
jurisdiction,  to  be  exercised  by  the  Chancellor  in  the 
Court  of  Chancery.  Upon  that  groimd,  therefore,  I 
can  entertain  no  doubt.  There  was  an  observation  of 
Mr.  Brougham  on  the  subject,  that  the  jurisdiction 
cQuld  not  exist,  because  you  could  not  ascertain  the 
limits  of  it.  That  objection  applies  to  every  case 
where  there  is  a  discretion  in  the  judge;  where  the 
result  of  the  facts  is  not  a  question  of  law,  but  a 
question  of  discretion.  It  is  therefore  impossible  to 
say  what  are  the  limits  of  that  jurisdiction ;  every 
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case  must  depend  upon  its  own  circumstances.     With       ^828. 
respect  to  the  jurisdiction,  I  should  agree  with  Lord   wblleslct 
Thurlow,  that  it  is  too  well  established,  to  be  open  to 
question. 

Then  it  is  contended  that  in  the  present  instance, 
this  jurisdiction  has  been  improperly  exercised.  Now 
I  admit,  (for  I  have  taken  pains  to  read  through  all 
th^  affidavits,  voluminous  as  they  are,)  that  upon 
some  facts  it  is  utterly  impossible  to  reconcile  the 
affidavits.  I  do  not,  however,  think  on  those  facts, 
on  which  there  are  these  contradictory  statements 
in  the  affidavits,  that  those  facts  are  material  to 
the  decision  of  this  case.  There  is  abundantly  suffi- 
cient, in  my  opinion,  independent  of  the  disputed 
&cte,  to  warrant  the  order  that  was  pronounced  by 
.the  noble  Lord  below.  It  is  perfectly  clear,  for  in- 
stance, that  Mr.  Wellesley  was,  at  the  time  of  the 
death  of  his  wife,  Uving  in  a  state  of  adultery  with 
Mrs.  Blight-that  is  perfectly  clear;  and  from  all 
that  appears  in  the  cause,  that  intercourse  still  coa- 
tinues.  If  so,  to  restore  this  Little  girl  and  her  brothers 
tQ  the  care  and  custody  of  the  parent,  would  be,  iq, 
fact,  to  deliver  them  over  to  this  abandoned  woman. 
It  is  also  perfectly  clear,  to  my  mind,  that  Mrs.  Wel- 
lesley had  intended  to  institute  proceedings  in  the 
Ecclesiastical  Court,  to  dissolve  the  marriage.  That 
she  intended  to  prosecute  that,  or  some  other  suit, 
is  manifest  from  her  own  letters,  which  I  think  have 
been  properly  read  in  the  course  of  the  discussion 
of  this  subject. 

Now  I  state  this,  not  for  the  purpose  of  insisting 
(for  the  case  does  not  require  such  an  opinion,) 
that  the  mere  act  of  adultery,  or  the  living  in  a  state 
of  adultery,  on  the  part  of  the  fether,  is  sufficient 
to  warrant  the  separation  of  the  childrea  from  their 
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1828.      parent :    I  do  not  state  such  to  be  the  cade.     If 
wliCmBT  *^^'  ^^^^  should  arise,  then  it  will  be  time  enough 
WELL^         to  give  an  opinion  upon  it.    This  is  only  one  circum- 
stance in  the  case,  and  I  rely  upon  it  principally  for  this 
purpose,  to  shew  the  reprobate  character,  and  vicious 
habits  of  the  Appellant.    His  unfeeling  and  cruel 
behaviour  toward  his  wife,  are  also  circumstances 
which  tend  strongly  to  disqualify  him  from  being  die 
guardian  of  his  children .    But  I  principally  rely  upon 
those  fiicts  which  corroborate  the  other  charges  in  the 
case,  and  which  are  much  more  pointed,  and  much 
more  particularly  applicable  to  the  question  now  in 
dispute;   namely,  whether  these  children  oughts  or 
ought  not  to  be  restored  to  the  father.    The  chaige 
is,  that  he  instructed,  or  encouraged  them  in  the 
habit  of  profane  swearing,  perhaps  the  only  vicious 
habit,  wMch  at  the  time  when  the  order  was  pro- 
nounced, these  children  were  capable  of  contracting ; 
a  most  vicious  habit,  which  he  chooses  at  all  times  to 
represent  as  venial,  and  if  the  boy  is  in  a  passion, 
such  as  is  perfectly  allowable.     Now  this  chaise  does 
not  depend  on  the  testimony  of  Dr.  Bulkeley.     With 
respect  to  Dr.  Bulkeley,  I  will  say  a  few  words  pre- 
sently, but  it  does  not  depend  on  his  testimony ;  it  is 
distinctly  proved  by  Mr.  Pitman,  whose  veracity  is 
not  called  in  question ;  and  that  testimony  of  Mr. 
Pitman  is  corroborated  in  the  strongest  manner  by 
the  letters  of  Mr.  Wellesley  to  his  son,  and  to  Mr. 
Pitman  himself.    Those  facts  stand  perfectly  clear 
in  themselves,  and  are  so  established  in  point  of 
proof,  that  it  is  impossible  to  entertain    a   doubt 
about  them. 

Then  with  respect  to  Dr.  Bulkeley 's  evidence, 
I  certainly  do  disapprove  of  some  part  of  the  evi- 
dence of  Dr.  Bulkeley ;  I  think  he  has  unnecessarily 
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come  forward  to  disclose  confidential  and  profes-  1828. 
sional  communications  that  have  been  made  to  him ; 
but  with  respect  to  his  veracity,  with  respect  to  the 
truth  of  what  he  has  sworn  to ;  I  profess,  in  looking 
over  the  affidavits,  I  think  those  in  support  of  his 
credit,  far  preponderate  over  those  which  impeach 
that  testimony,  and  I  think  he  stands  entitled  to  credit 
in  a  court  of  justice.  He  corroborates  the  charge  of 
its  being  the  habit  of  the  Appellant,  in  this  case,  Mr 
Wellesley,  to  instruct  or  encom-age  his  children  in 
profane  swearing.  That  is  an  extremely  vicious,  and 
most  dangerous  habit  to  impress  on  children,  espe- 
cially with  the  authority  of  a  father. 

Now,  supposing  Mr.  Wellesley  not  to  have  the  parental 
right,  and  that  we  are  to  look  to  the  Court  of  Chancery 
for  the  appointment  of  the  guardian,  I  do  not  believe 
there  is  to  be  found  in  the  community,  a  person  less 
qualified  for  the  office  and  the  duties  of  it,  than  the  Ap- 
pellant ;  it  would  be  utterly  impossible  he  could  be  ap- 
pointed as  a  guardian  by  the  Court.  Suppose  Mr. 
Wellesley  had  been  a  testamentary  guardian,  and  led 
this  vicious  life,  set  this  bad  example,  inculcated  this  bad 
habit  of  profane  swearing  upon  the  boys  entrusted  to 
his  care,  as  testamentary  guardian  ;  undoubtedly  the 
Court  would  consider  him  as  abusing  his  trust,  as  un- 
fit to  have  the  care  and  protection  of  the  children, 
and  would  rescue  them  from  the  mischief  and  danger 
of  so  bad  an  example,  and  such  vicious  propensities, 

I  do  not  understand,  in  looking  at  the  office  of  guar- 
dian, how  to  distinguish  between  the  testamentary 
guardian,  and  the  parent.  The  testamentary  guar- 
dian deriving  his  title  from  the  right  of  the  parent, 
under  the  act  of  parliament,  it  is  a  continuation  of  the 
same  trust,  and  whether  it  is  exercised  by  the  parent, 
or  by  the  person  delegated  by  him,  is  under  the  same 
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1828.  coutrol,  and  liable  to  the  same  jurisdiction.  The 
Court  certainly  would  regard  the  feelings  of  the  pa- 
rent ;  the  Court  would  be  anxious  that  the  affectioa 
of  the  children  should  not  be  estranged  from  their 
parent ;  it  is  a  most  important  duty  imposed  on  the 
person  who  may  have  the  care  of  the  children,  to  im- 
press that  on  their  minds ;  but  inasmuch  as  the  Court 
cannot  correct  the  vices  of  the  parent,  the  Court  is 
bound  to  protect  the  children  against  them.  Oa  that 
ground  the  noble  Lord  acted,  and,  I  think,  properly 
acted.  If  there  be  a  jurisdiction,  of  which  I  entar- 
tain  no  doubt,  I  cannot  suggest  to  myself  a  case 
which  more  imperiously  calls  on  the  Chancellor  to 
interfere,  and  exercise  that  jurisdiction,  than  the  pre- 
sent ;  to  take  the  cliildren  away  fram  the  person  who 
has  a  total  disregard  to  their  moral  and  religious  prin- 
ciples, and  who  is  setting  such  a  dangerous  and  mis- 
chievous example  to  these  young  children. 

The  Lord  Chancellor. — ^It  is  not  necessary  for  me 
to  say  more,  after  what  has  been  said  by  the  two 
noble  and  learned  Lords,  than  that  I  perfectly  conoir 
in  their  opinion  on  both  the  points,  and  in  the  conclu- 
sions which  they  have  drawn. 

We  are  of  opinion  it  is  not  a  case  for  costs. 


Judgment  affirmed,  without  costs. 
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(ENGLAND.) 


The  King     ------     Plaintiff  in  error. 

The  Right  Honoumble  Charles  1       n  f    rl    /  ' 

Anderson   Pelham,    Lord>  'U^  ^^ 

V    v^  i^  \  Mirror.^ 

Yar borough   -----  j 

Upon  a  commission  under  the  Great  Seal,  and  an  inquisition 
returned  into  and  filed  in  the  Petty  Bag  Office  of  the  Court  of 
Chancery,  lands  were  seized  into  the  king*s  hands  as  derelict 
by  the  sea.  The  lord  of  the  adjoining  manor,  upon  petition  to 
the  Lord  Chancellor,  having  obtained  leave  to  traverse  the  in- 
quisition, filed  his  traverse  in  the  Petty  Bag,  denpng  that 
the  lands  vrere  derelict^  and  pleading  that  they  were  formed  by 
alluvion,  or  gradual  deposit  of  soil.  The  Attorney  General,  in 
his  replication  to  this  traverse,  took  issue  upon  the  alleged  fact 
of  alluvion,  and  the  Defendant  joined  issue.  Upon  the  trial,  a 
verdict  was  found  for  the  Defendant,  and  afterwards,  upon  ap- 
plication of  the  Attorney  General  for  a  new  trial,  the  Court 
ordered  the  facts  proved  to  be  stated  in  a  special  case  ;  which 
being  argued,  a  verdict  for  the  Defendant  was  entered  by 
direction  of  the  Court. 

A  writ  of  error  from  this  judgment,  directly  to  the  House  of  Lords, 
being  brought  by  the  Attorney  General,  on  behalf  of  the 
crown;  Held,  that  the  House  of  Lords  has  jurisdiction  to  hear 
such  writ  of  error ;  that  it  is  not  necessary  to  carry  a  writ  of 
error  first  to  the  Exchequer  Chamber^  and  that  lands  formed 
by  alluvion,  that  is  by  gpradual  and  imperceptible  deposit, 
on  the  shore  of  the  sea,  belong,  to  the  lord  of  the  adjoining 
manor,  and  not  to  the  king.  Jure  cor<mtB. 

A  custom  regulating  the  rights  of  the  owners  of  all  lands  border- 
ing on  the  sea,  is  so  general,  that  it  need  not  be  pleaded. 


In  the  59  Greo.  3.  a  commission  was  issued  under 
the   great  seal,    appointing   certain  commissioners 

*  See  the  report  of  this  case,  in  the  Court  below,  3  B.  and  A. 
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1828.  therein  named,  and  directing  them  to  inquire  whether 
THE  KiHo  there  were  any  and  what  lands,  and  how  many  acres 
of  land,  in  or  adjoining  or  near  to  the  several  towns, 
parishes,  or  lordships  therein  mentioned,  or  any  or 
either  of  them  in  the  county  of  Lincoln,  being  land 
in  time  past  covered  with  the  water  of  the  sea,  and 
then  by  the  sea  left,  and  not  covered  with  water, 
which  to  His  Majesty  in  right  of  his  crown,  or  in  any 
other  right,  did  belong  and  appertain,  and  which 
were  concealed,  subtracted,  and  unjustly  withheld 
from  him,  and  if  so,  by  whom  and  how  long,  and  who 
hath  received  and  taken  the  issues  and  profits  therectf 
from  the  time  of  such  dereliction,  or  not  covering, 
and  to  what  amount,  and  in  whose  possession  or 
tenure  the  said  lands  then  were  or  remained,  and  how 
much  they  were  worth  by  the  year,  according  to  the 
true  value  thereof;  and  all  and  singular  the  lands, 
which  by  the  inquisition  to  be  taken  in  that  behalf 
should  be  found  to  be  concealed,  subtracted,  and  un- 
justly withheld  and  detained  from  His  Majesty,  to 
enter  upon  and  take  and  seize  into  the  hands  of  His 
said  Majesty. 

In  pursuance  of  this  commission,  an  inquisition  was 
taken,  bearing  date  the  12th  of  November,  in  the 
same  year,  under  the  seals  of  three  of  the  commission- 
ers, named  in  the  commission,  and  of  twelve  juitns, 
whereby  they  found  (amongst  other  things)  that  there 
was  a  certain  piece  of  land,  being  salt  marsh,  lying 
near  or  adjoining  to  the  parish  or  lordship  of  North 
Cotes,  in  the  county  of  Lincoln ;  and  which  piece  of 
land  was  bounded  towards  the  south  and  south-west 
by  the  sea-wall  or  sea-bank,  of  the  lordship  of  Nortli 
Cotes,  and  towards  the  north-west,  by  a  part  of  the 
scca-wall  or  sea-bank,  of  ceilain  lands,  in  the  lordship 


V, 

LORD  YA&. 
BO&OUGH. 


ON  APPEALS  AND  WRITS  OF  ERROR.  149 

of  Tetney,  and  on  all  other  parts  by  the  sea,  and  con-  l^'^^. 
taining  by  estimation,  four  hundred  and  fifty-three  tRB  kiho 
acres,  or  thereabouts,  and  was  of  the  value  of  four 
shillings  for  each  acre,  by  the  year,  of  lawful  money 
of  the  United  Kingdom,  according  to  the  true  value 
thereof;  and  was  in  times  past,  covered  with  the 
water  of  the  sea,  but  was  then,  and  had  been  for 
sevjeral  years  past,  by  the  sea  left^  and  was  not  co- 
vered with  water  except  at  high  tides,  when  the  sea 
flowed  to  the  sea-walls,  or  sea-banks  :  which  said  last 
mentioned  piece  of  land,  from  the  time  of  such  dere- 
liction^ thitherto  had  been,  and  still  was  unoccupied  ; 
but  the  herbage  thereof  had  been,  from  time  to  time, 
eaten  and  consumed  by  the  cattle  and  sheep,  belong- 
ing to  divers  tenants  or  occupiers  of  lands,  situate 
within  the  parish  or  lordship  of  North  Cotes ;  which 
said  piece  of  land,  (together  with  other  pieces  of  land 
similarly  described,)  the  commissioners  had  therefore 
taken,  and  caused  to  be  seized  into  the  hands  of  His 
Majesty. 

On  the  12th  of  December,  in  the  same  year,  the 
commission  and  inquisition  were  returned  into  the 
Petty  Bag  Office  of  the  Court  of  Chancery,  and  filed 
there. 

In  consequence  of  this  inquisition,  the  Defendant 
in  error  presented  a  petition  to  the  Lord  Chancellor, 
stating  the  commission  and  inquisition,  and  his  title 
to  the  manor  of  North  Cotes,  and  praying  for  leave 
to  traverse  so  much  of  the  inquisition,  and  return 
thereof,  as  related  to  that  part  of  the  unembanked 
salt  marsh  land,  which  was  situate  within,  or  near 
adjoining  to  the  parish,  lordship,  or  manor,  of  North 
Cotes. 

This  petition  was  heard  before  the  Vice  Chancellor, 
and  after  argument  an  order  was  made,   by  which 
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permision  was  granted  to  the  Defendant  to  travcFBe 
so  much  of  the  inquisition,  as  related  to  the  land  m 
or  adjoining  to  the  manor  of  North  Cotes ;  and  simi- 
lar permission  was  gianted  to  the  several  lords  of  the 
manors,  and  owners  of  lands,  in  or  adjoining  to  which 
the  other  pieces  of  land,  mentioned  in  the  inquisitiQii, 
were  situated. 

In  pursuance  of  this  order,  the  Defendant  in  arror 
in  Easter  Term,  in  the  first  year  of  His  present  Ma- 
jesty's reign,  filed  his  traverse  in  the  Petty  Bag 
Office,  in  the  Court  of  Chancery,  which,  setting  forth 
the  conunission  and  inquisition,  and  admitting  that 
there  was  a  piece  of  land,  being  salt  marsh,  bounded 
as  in  the  inquisition  is  mentioned,  and  admitting  the 
quantities  and  value  thereof,  as  therein  also  mentioned, 
and  that  the  said  piece  of  land  was  then  and  there, 
and  had  been  for  several  years,  not  covered  with 
water,  except  at  high  tides,  when  the  sea  flowed  to 
the  sea-walls  or  sea-banks,  and  admitting  that  the 
herbage  thereof  had  been,  from  time  to  time,  eaten 
and  consumed  by  the  cattle  and  sheep,  belonging  to 
divers  tenants  or  occupiers  of  land,  situate  within  the 
parish  or  lordship  of  North  Cotes,  states,  that  from 
lime,  whereof  the  memory  of  man  runneth  not  to  the 
contrary,  there  hath  been,  n;^ and  still  is,  a  certain 
ancient  manor,  called  or  known  by  the  name  of  the 
manor  of  North  Thoresby  cum  North  Cotes,  situate 
within  the  parish  of  North  Cotes  aforesaid,  in  the 
county  of  Lincoln  ;  and  that  the  Defendant,  long  be- 
fore the  respective  days  of  issuing  the  commission, 
and  finding  the  inquisition,  to  wit,  on  the  first  day  of 
July,  1758,  was  seized  in  his  demesne  as  of  fee,  of 
and  in  the  manor  of  North  Thoresby  cum  North 
Cotes,  and  the  demesne  lands  thereof;  and  that  the 
same  piece  of  land  heretofore,  to  wit,  on  the  firet  day 
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(tf  January,  1300,  and  on  divers  other  days  and  times  1828. 
between  that  day  and  the  day  of  the  finding  of  the 
inquisition,  by  the  slow^  gradual^  and  imperceptible 
projection^  alluvion^  subsidence,  and  accretion  of  noaouciH 
ooze^  soil,  sand,  and  matter,  being  slowly,  gradually, 
and  by  imperceptible  increase,  in  long  time  cast  up, 
deposited,  and  settled,  by  and  from  the  flux  and 
reflux  of  the  tide  and  waves  of  the  sea,  in,  upon,  and 
against  tlie  outside  and  extremity  of  the  demesne 
lands  of  the  same  manor,  hath  been  formed,  and  hath 
settled,  grown,  and  accrued  upon  and  against,  and 
unta  the  said  demesne  lands,  of  Uie  same  manor,  and 
the  same  part  and  every  portion  theieof,  when  and  as 
the  same  hath  so  there  been  foimed,  settled,  grown, 
and  accrued,  hath  thereupon  and  thereby,  at  those 
times  respectively,  in  that  behalf  above  mentioned, 
forthwith  become  and  been,  and  from  the  same  several 
times  respectively,  have  and  hath  continued  to  be, 
and  still  are,  and  is  pait  and  parcel  of  the  demesne 
lands  of  the  manor ;  and  the  several  owners  and  oc- 
cupiers of  the  same  manor,  for  the  time  being,  during 
all  the  time  aforesaid,  until  the  time  of  the  seizin  of 
the  Defendant  as  aforesaid,  and  the  Defendant, 
during  the  time  he  hath  been  so  as  aforesaid  seized 
of  and  in  the  said  manor,  from  the  time  of  the 
formation  and  accretion  of  the  same  piece  of  land> 
and  every  part  thereof  respectively,  continually,  until 
the  time  of  the  finding  of  the  inquisition,  respectively 
were  and  was  seized  in  their  and  his  demesne,  as  of 
fee,  of  and  in  the  same  piece  of  land,  and  every  part 
thereof)  when  and  as  the  same  hath  so  been  foimed 
and  accrued  as  aforesaid,  as  and  for  part  and  parcel 
of  the  demesne  lauds  of  the  same  manor.  The  De- 
fendant's traverse  concluded  thus : — **  Without  this, 
**  that  the  said  piece  of  land,*  or  any  part  or  paix^el 
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''  thereof,  was  by  the  sea  left  in  manner  and  form  as 
*'  in  the  inquisition  is  above  supposed  and  found." 

The  Attorney-General,  in  his  replication,  traversed 
part  of  the  inducement  to  the  Defendant's  traverse 
as  follows : — ^Without  this  that  the  said  piece  of  land 
at  the  times  in  the  said  plea  mentioned,  by  the  slow, 
gradual,  and  imperceptible  projection,  alluvion,  sub- 
sidence, and  accretion  of  ooze,  soil,  sand,  and  other 
matter,  being  slowly,  gradually,  and  by  imperceptible 
increase,  in  long  time  cast  up,  deposited,  and  settled 
by  and  from  the  flux  aud  reflux  of  the  tide  and  waves 
of  the  sea,  in,  upon,  and  against  the  outside  and  ex- 
tremity of  the  demesne  lands  of  the  same  manor,  hath 
been  formed  and  hath  settled,  grown,  and  accrued 
upon  and  against  and  unto  the  said  demesne  lands 
of  the  same  manor,  in  manner  and  form  as  the  said 
Defendant  hadi  above  in  his  said  plea  alleged. 

The  Defendant  in  his  rejoinder  took  issue  upon  that 
fact. 

The  replication  of  the  Attorney-General  then  took 
issue  on  the  Defendant's  traverse,  that  the  said  piece 
of  land  was  and  still  is  by  the  sea  left  in  manner  and 
form  as  in  the  inquisition  is  above  supposed  and  found ; 
and  thereupon,  also,  the  Defendant  joined  issue. 

The  case  came  on  to  be  tried  at  the  Spring  As- 
sizes, 1823,  for  the  County  of  Derby,  (the  venue 
having  been  changed  from  Lincolnshire  to  Derby- 
shire, by  order  of  the  Vice-Chancellor  on  the  appli- 
cation of  the  crown,)  by  a  special  jury  of  the  county, 
some  of  the  special  jurymen  having  previously  had  a 
view  of  the  land  in  question,  when  a  verdict  was 
found  for  the  Defendant. 

The  Attorney-General,  on  behalf  of  the  Crown, 
having  applied  to  the  Com!  of  King's  Bench  for  a 
new  trial,  the  Court  directed  the  facts  proved  to  be 
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stated  in  a  special  case  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court,  ^^28. 
which  was  accordingly  done,  and  tlie  case  came  on  the  kino 
to  be  argued  in  Trinity  Term,  1824 ;  when,  after 
argument,  the  Court  were  unanimously  of  opinion 
that  the  verdict  was  right,  and  that  judgment  should 
be,  and  it  was  accordingly  entered  for  the  Defendant 
thereon. 

A  writ  of  error  in  Parliament  was  thereupon 
brought  by  the  Attorney-General  on  behalf  of  the 
Crown,  and  the  following  was  the  ent)r  assigned : — 
"  That  it  appears  by  the  said  record,  that  the  land 
^'  therein  described  was  and  is  land  gained  from  the  sea 
*'  by  alluvion,  and  that  in  no  part  of  the  travei-se  filed 
^^  by  the  said  Defendant  to  the  inquisition  in  the  said 
**  record  stated,  nor  in  any  other  part  of  the  said  re- 
*'  cord  doth  the  said  Defendant  state  or  allege  any 
"  custom  or  prescription,  or  other  sufficient  matter, 
"whereby  the  right  and  title  of  our  said  Lord  the 
"  King  to  land  so  gained,  can  by  the  law  of  the  land 
"  be  barred  or  defeated ;  and  that  the  said  traverse 
"  so  filed  by  the  said  Defendant,  and  the  matters 
^*  therein  contained,  are  not  sufficient  in  law  to  bar  or 
"  defeat  the  said  right  and  title  of  our  said  Lord  the 
"  King  to  the  land  so  gained  by  alluvion  as  aforesaid." 

The  common  error  was  also  added. 

For  the  Plaintiff  in  EiTor — The  Attorney  General 
and  The  Solicitor  General. 

For  the  Defendant  in  Error — Mr.  Denman  and 
Mr.  Coleridge.* 

*  The  argument  was,  in  substance,  the  same  as  in  the  Court 
below.  There  was  a  preliminary  objection  taken  in  the  printed 
papers,  and  touched,  but  not  prosecuted  in  the  argument,  on 
the  behalf  of  the  Defendant  in  Error,  viz. :  that  the  proceeding 
having  been  originally  ex  parte^  and  the  judgment  on  the  case 
stated  not  having  been  given  in  a  cause^  could  not,  according  to 
the  practice  of  the  House,  be  the  subject  of  a  writ  of  error.  Upon 
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Ill  the  course  of  the  argument  the  Lord  Chaiurellor 
made  the  following  observations : — 

The  Lord  Chancellor. — Loixl  Hale  most  obviously 
interprets  the  expression  ^'  secundum  patricB  cansue^ 
tudinem^''  to  mean  the  custom  of  the  district.  With 
respect  to  actions  against  carriei-s,  and  so  on,  the  com- 
mon form  of  the  declaration  is,  ^*  according  to  the 
custom  of  the  realm ;"  that  is  very  analogous  to  the 
expression  "  secundum  consuetudtnempatrue.'* 

Patria  comprehends  the  whole  country. 

In  the  case  of  the  Abbot  of  Ramsey,*  the  following 
passage  occurs  in  the  judgment. 

*'  Quod  secundum  consuetudinem  patrice  damini 
maneriorum  pi'ope  mare  adjacentium  hahehunt 
marettum  et  sabulonem  per  fiuarus  et  refiuams 
maris.'' 

Nothing  can  be  more  general  than  that. 

The  case  of  the  Abbot  of  Ramsey  is  not  the  case  of 
a  gradual  increase,  nothing  is  said  about  gradual  in-* 
crease ;  it  is  alternate,  up  and  down.  That  is  a  case 
which  could  not,  according  to  the  docti'ine  laid  down 


this  question  see,  as  to  proceedings  in  lunacy,  Rochrfort  ▼•  the 
Earl  of  Efy,  6  B.  P.  C.  329,  in  mandamus,  Pindtr  v.  Hearie^ 
3  B.  P.  C.  505 :  in  the  case  of  an  order  made  under  the  aatho* 
rity  of  an  Act  of  Parliament,  in  a  matter  arising  out  of  proceed- 
ings upon  a  writ  of  extent,  Wall  v.  the  Aitorney-Generai,  MSS, 
D.  P.  1822;  Hoare  v.  Attorney  ^General,  MSS.  D.  P.  1824: 
in  the  case  of  an  order  made  by  the  Court  of  Exchequer,  in  Ire- 
land, upon  one  of  its  officers,  O^Neill  v.  Fitzgerald,  MSS.  D.  P. 
1826.  See  also  the  stat.  14  Ed.  3.  stat.  1.  c.  5  ;  27  Eliz.  c.  8 ;  SI 
Eliz.  c.  1. 

The  House  has  no  jurisdiction  fay  way  of  error,  or  appetl 
against  any  order  in  bankruptcy,  or  generally  upon  any  pn»- 
ceeding,  unless  it  arises  in  a  cause,  the  only  exception  is,  in  the 
cose  of  a  proceeding  under  a  commission  of  charitable  uses,  whidi 
is  warranted  by  ancient  precedent, 

♦  Dyer,  326. 
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by  Lord  Hale,  have  been  supp(Hled  by  prescription  or       1^-®- 
custom,  because  it  is  not  a  case  of  gradual  increase,    tub  ring 
It  appears  to  be  a  case  of  occasional  loss.     It  depends 
on  a  different  principle. 

In  the  judgment  of  the  Court,  in  the  case  of  the 
King  v.  The  Bishop  of  Winchesters'^  the  authority 
of  Staunford  is  cited. 

No  man  shall  traverse  the  office,  unless  he  makes 
himself  a  title ;  and  if  he  cannot  prove  his  title  to  be 
true  after  he  has  set  it  out  upon  the  record,  although 
he  may  be  able  to  prove  his  traverse  to  be  true,  yet 
his  travei-se  will  not  serve  him. — He  cannot  traverse 
without  a  title,  and  if  he  has  no  title,  his  traverse  &lls 
to  the  ground. 

In  the  case  of  the  King  v.  the  Bishop  of  Win^ 
Chester^  the  king's  title  had  not  been  found  by  matter 
of  record.  That  is  a  distinction :  here  the  king  s 
title  is  found  by  matter  of  record. — ^The  subject  on 
suggestion,  of  his  having  a  title,  is  allowed  to  come  in 
and  traverse  the  inquisition.  If  he  has  no  title  at  all, 
the  king's  original  title  stands.  There  are  cases  of 
that  description.  A  party  may  be  entitled  to  appear 
and  contend  against  the  king's  title,  by  having  a  title 
of  his  own  arising  from  some  cause  :  that  is  a  matter 
of  investigation.  If  it  turns  out  that  he  has  no  title, 
he  is  reduced  to  his  original  state. 

The  right  of  the  Plaintiff  in  error  is  pleaded  to  be 
in  consequence  of  slow  and  grndual  accretion  of  the 
land ;  and  they  have  traversed  that  plea. 

It  is  traversed  in  substance,  and  in  effect. 

The  king  has,  by  his  prerogative,  the  soil  between 
high  and  low  water-mark ;  it  is  an  incident  to  his  pre- 
rogative. 

Lord  Hale,  in  the  case  of  the  Abbot  of  Peter- 

•  Staun.  Prcr.  lit.  Traverse,  c.  20.  68. 
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boroughf  observes,  that  there  a  custom  vms  laid,  and 
he  relies  not  barely  upon  the  case  without  it. 

There  is  an  allegation  in  the  case  of  Sutton  Marsh,^ 
precisely  in  the  same  terms  as  in  this.  There  is  no 
declaration  of  the  district,  to  which  the  custom  applies. 
It  appears  to  be  laid  down  generally,  as  the  custom 
of  all  manors  bordering  on  the  sea.  Reasoning  from 
what  appears  on  the  Sutton  case,  the  conclusion  is, 
that  it  was  meant  to  be  laid  as  the  custom  of  all 
manors  bordering  on  the  sea,  without  defining  to  what 
manor  it  particularly  applied.  There  appears  to  be 
no  room  for  a  misapprehension  as  to  that  record,  to 
which  I  am  now  referring. 

I  propose  to  put  this  question  to  the  learned  judges. 
^^  A.  is  seized  in  his  demesne  as  of  fee  of  the  manor 
of  N.,  and  of  the  demesne  lands  thereof,  which  said 
demesne  lands  were  formerly  bounded  on  one  ade 
by  the  sea.  A  certain  piece  of  land  consisting  ci 
about  four  hundred  and  fifty  acres,  by  the  slow, 
gradual,  and  imperceptible  projection,  alluvion,  sub- 
sidence, and  accretion  of  ooze,  soil,  sand,  and  matter 
slowly,  gradually,  and  by  imperceptible  increase,  in 
long  time  cast  up,  deposited,  and  settled  by  and  from 
the  flux  and  reflux  of  the  tide,  and  waves  of  the  sea, 
in,  upon,  and  against  the  outside  and  extremity  of  the 
said  demesne  lands,  hath  been  formed,  and  hath  settled, 
grown,  and  acci-ued  upon,  and  against,  and  unto  the 
said  demesne  lands.  Does  such  piece  of  land  so 
formed,  settled,  and  accrued  as  aforesaid,  bdbng  to 
the  crown,  or  to  A.,  the  owner  of  the  said  demesne 
lands.     There  is  no  local  custom  on  the  subject." 


.  «  The  King  v.  Oldsworth.     Hale  de  Jure  Maris,  pp.  90,  31. 
12th  Car.  1.  p.  14. 
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The  question  was  handed  to  Lord  Chief  Justice      ^^®* 
Best,  and  the  further  consideration  was  postponed. 


Lord  Chief  JiLstice  Best — (After  stating  the  ques* 
tion  proposed  for  the  opinion  of  the  Judges,  pro- 
ceeded as  follows) : 

The  judges  have  desired  me  to  state  their  opinion, 
that  land  gradually  and  imperceptibly  added  to  the 
demesne  lands  of  a  manor,  as  stated  in  the  introduc- 
tion to  your  question  does  not  belong  to  the  Crown, 
but  to  the  owner  of  the  demesne  land.  All  the  wiitere 
on  the  law  of  England  agree  in  this,  that  as  the  king 
is  lord  of  the  sea,  that  flows  around  our  coasts,  and 
also  owner  of  all  the  land  to  which  no  individual  has 
acquired  a  right  by  occupation  and  improvement,  the 
soil  that  was  once  covered  by  the  sea  belongs  to  him. 

But  this  right  of  the  sovereign  might,  in  particular 
places,  or  under  circumstances  in  all  places  near  the 
sea,  be  transferred  to  certain  of  his  subjects  by  law. 
A  law  giving  such  rights,  may  be  presumed  fix)m 
either  a  local  or  general  custom,  such  custom  being 
reasonable,  and  proved  to  have  existed  from  time  im- 
memorial. Such  as  claim  under  the  former,  must 
plead  it,  and  establish  their  pleas  by  proof  of  the 
existence  of  such  a  custom  from  time  immemorial. 
General  customs  were,  in  ancient  times,  stated  in  the 
pleadings  of  those  who  claimed  under  them ;  as  the 
custom  of  merchants,  the  customs  of  the  realm,  with 
reference  to  inn-keepers  and  carriers,  and  others  of 
the  same  description.  But  it  has  not  been  usual  for  a 
long  time  to  allude  to  such  customs  in  the  pleadings, 
because  no  proof  is  required  of  their  existence  they  are 
considered  as  adopted  into  the  common  law,  and  as 
such  are  recognised  by  the  Judges  without  any  evidence. 
These  are  called  customs  because  they  only  apply  topar- 
ticular  descriptions  of  persons,  and  donotnirectaHthe 
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1828.       subjects  of  the  realm ;  but  if  they  govern  all  persons  be- 
longing to  the  classes  to  which  they  relate,  they  are  to 
be  considered  as  public  laws :  as  an  act  of  parliam^it, 
MoRouGH.    applicable  to  all  merchants,  or  to  the  whole  body  of  the 
clergy,  is  to  be  regarded  by  the  Judges  as  a  public  act 

If  there  is  a  custom  regulating  the  rights  of  the 
owners  of  all  lands  bordering  on  the  sea,  it  is  so  gene- 
mi  a  custom  as  need  not  be  set  out  in  the  pleadings, 
or  proved  by  evidence,  but  will  be  taken  notice  of  by 
the  Judges,  as  part  of  the  common  law.  We  tliiok 
there  is  a  custom  by  which  lands  from  which  the  sea 
is  ^-adually  and  imperceptibly  removed  by  thealluvioa 
of  soil  becomes  the  property  of  the  person  to  whose 
land  it  is  attached,  although  it  has  been  ihe/undm 
maris^  and  as  such  the  property  of  the  king.  Such 
a  custom  is  reasonable  as  regards  the  rights  of  the 
king,  and  the  subjects  claiming  under  it,  beneficial  to 
the  public,  and  its  existence  is  established  by  satisfac- 
tory legal  evidence. 

There  is  a  great  difference  between  land  formed  by 
alluvion  and  derelict  land.  Land  formed  by  alluvioii 
must  become  useful  soil  by  degrees,  too  slow  to  be 
perceived.  What  is  deposited  by  one  tide  \yill  not  be 
so  transient  as  to  be  removed  by  the  next.  An  em* 
bankment  of  a  sufficient  consistency  and  height  to 
keep  out  the  sea  must  be  formed  imperceptibly. 
The  sea  frequently  retires  suddenly,  and  leav^  a 
large  space  of  land  uncovered.  When  the  authorities 
relative  to  these  subjects  are  considered,  thid  diflb- 
rence  will  be  found  to  make  a  material  difference  in  the 
law  which  applies  to  derelict  lands,  and  to  such  as  aie 
foimed  by  alluvion.  Unless  trodden  by  cattle,  mwiy 
years  must  pass  away  before  lands  formed,  by;  alluvion 
would  be  hard  enough  or  sufficiently  wide  to  be  used 
beneficially  by  any  one  but  the  owner  of  the  bmds  ad- 
joining.    As  soon  a»  alluvial  lands  rise  above  the 
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water,  the  cattle  from  the  adjoining  lands  will  give  '^^• 
them  consistency  by  treading  on  them,  and  prepare  tub  kino 
them  for  grass  or  agriculture  by  the  manure  which 
they  will  drop  on  them.  When  they  are  but  a  yard 
wide^  the  owner  of  the  aiyoining  lands  may  render 
them  productive.  Thus  lands,  which  are  of  no  use  to 
the  king,  will  be  usefiil  to  the  owner  of  the  ai^oining 
lands ;  and  he  will  acquire  a  title  to  them  on  the 
same  principle  tliat  all  titlea  to  lands  have  been  ac- 
quired by  individuals,  viz.,  by  occupation  and  im- 
provement. 

Locke^  in  a  passage  in  his  Treatise  on  Grovernment, 
in  which  he  describes  the  grounds  of  the  exclusive 
right  of  property,  says,  ^^  Grod  and  man's  reason  com- 
^^  manded  him  to  subdue  the  earth,  that  is,  to  improve 
^^  it  for  the  benefit  of  life,  and  thereon  lay  out  some- 
^*  thing  upon  it  that  was  his  own,  his  labour.  He  that, 
^^  in  obedience  to  that  command,  subdued,  tilled,  and 
''  sowed  any  part  of  it,  thereby  annexed  to  it  some- 
**  thing  that  was  his  property,  which  another  had  no 
"  title  to,  nor  could  without  injury  take  from  him/' 
This  passage  proves  the  reasonableness  of  the  custom 
that  assigns  lands  gained  by  alluvion  to  the  owner  of 
the  lands  adjoining.  The  reasonableness  is  further 
proved  by  this ;  that  the  land  so  gained  is  a  compen*- 
sation  for  the  expense  of  an  embankment,  and  for 
losses  which  frequently  happen  from  inundation  to 
the  owners  of  lands  near  the  sea. 

This  custom  is  beneficial  to  the  public.  Much  land, 
which  would  remain  for  years,  perhaps  for  ever,  bar- 
ren, is,  in  consequence  of  this  custom  rendered  pro- 
ductive as  soon  as^  it  is  formed.  The  sea  being  gra- 
dually and  imperceptibly  forced  back,  the  land  formed 
by  alluvion,  will  become  of  a  size  proper  for  cultiv«- 
tion  and  use,  and  in  the  mean  time  the  owner  of  the 
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adjoining  lands  will  have  acquired  a  title  to  it  by  im- 
proving it.  The  original  deposit  constitutes  not  a 
tenth  part  of  its  value,  the  other  nine-tenths  are 
created  by  the  labour  of  the  person  who  has  occupied 
it,  and,  in  the  words  of  Locke,  the  fruits  of  his  labour 
cannot,  vrithout  injury,  be  taken  from  him.  The 
existence  of  this  custom  is  established  by  legal  evi- 
dence. In  Bracton*  there  is  this  passage:  ^^  Item 
**  quod  per  alluvianem  agro  tuoflumen  adjedt  jure 
^^  gentium  tihi  acquiritur:  est  autem  alluvio  lateM 
**  incrementum  et  per  alluvionem  adjici  dicitur 
^^  quod  ita  paulatim  adjicttur  quod  intelUgere  non 
**  possis  quo  momento  temporis  adjiciatur.  Si  au^^ 
**  tern  non  sit  latens  incrementum^  imo  apparens 
*'  contrarium  erit'' 

In  a  treatise^  which  is  published  as  the  work  of 
Lord  Hale,  treating  of  this  passage,  it  is  said  that 
".  Bracton  follows  in  this  the  civil  law  writers,  and  yet, 
"  even  according  to  this,  the  common  law  doth  regu- 
^^  larly  hold  between  parties  ;  but  it  is  doubtful  in  case 
^^  of  an  arm  of  the  sea."  It  is  true  that  Bracton  follows 
the  civil  law,  for  the  passage  above  quoted  is  to  be 
found  in  the  same  words  in  the  Institute  ;f  but  Bracton, 
by  inserting  this  passage  in  his  book  on  the  laws  and 
customs  of  England,  presents  it  to  us  as  part  of  those 
laws  and  customs.  Lord  Hale  admits,  that  it  is  the 
law  of  England  in  cases  between  subject  and  subject ; 
and  it  would  be  difficult  to  find  a  reason  why  the  same 
question  between  the  crown  and  a  subject,  should  not 
be  decided  by  the  same  rule.  Bracton  wrote  on  the 
law  of  England,  and  the  situation  that  he  filled,  namely, 
that  of  Chief  Justice,  in  the  reign  of  Henry  3,  gives 
great  authority  to  his  writings.  Lord  Hale,  in  his 
history  of  the  common  law,  J  says  that  it  was  much 
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improved  in  the  time  of  Bracton.    This  improvement       I82a 
was  made,  by  incorporating  much  of  the  civil  law  into    f^TiLiiio 
the  common  Jaw.  LomD  tar. 

We  know  that  many  of  the  maxims  of  the  conmion  tomijoii. 
law,  borrowed  from  the  civil  law,  are  still  quoted  in 
the  language  of  the  civil  law.  Notwithstanding  the 
clamour  raised  by  our  ancestors  for  the  restoration  of 
the  laws  of  Edward  the  Confessor,  I  believe  that  these, 
and  all  the  other  Saxon  and  Norman  customs,  would 
not  have  been  adequate  to  form  a  system  of  law  suffi- 
cient for  the  state  of  society  in  the  times  of  Henry  QI. 
Both  courts  of  justice  and  law  writers  were  obliged  to 
adopt  such  of  the  rules  of  the  digest,  as  were  not 
inconsistent  with  our  principles  of  jurisprudence. 
Wherever  Bracton  got  his  law  from,  Lord  Chief 
Baron  Parker,*  says,  "  as  to  the  authority  of  Brac- 
ton, to  be  sure  many  things  are  now  altered^  but 
ihete  is  no  colour  to  say  that  it  wad  not  law  at 
^^  that  time.  There  are  many  things  that  have  never 
^'  been  altered,  and  are  now  law.  The  laws  must 
^^  change  with  the  state  of  things  to  which  they  relate ; 
^'  but  according  to  Chief  Baron  Parker,  the  rules  to  be 
^^  feund  in  Bracton,  are  good  now  in  all  cases  to  which 
^'  those  rules  are  applicable."  But  the  authority  of 
Bracton  has  been  ccmfirmed  by  modern  writers,  and 
by  all  the  decided  cases  that  are  to  be  found  in  the 
books.  The  same  doctrine  that  Bracton  lays  down, 
is  to  be  found  in  Rolle'a  Abridgement,^  in  Comyn's 
Digest,  j;  in  Calles,§  and  in  Blackstone's  Commen- 
taries.ll 

In  the  case  of  the  Abbot  of  Peterborough,^  it  was 

•  Fortescae,  408. 

f  TiU  Prerogatiye.     Eh  le  Mere^  p.  168  and  seq.  pi.  3.  9. 12. 

J  Title  Prerogative,  D.  62.  §  Broderip's  edition,  p.  62, 

II  Vol.  ii.  p.  262. 
%  Hale  de  Jure  Maris,  in  Harg.  Law  Tracts^  p.  70. 
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€1 

C4 


THE  KINO 
Lt^KD  YAR- 


162  CASES  tS  THE  HOUSE  OF  LORDS 

1828.  holden  ^^  qiM>d  secundum  consuetudinem  patriiB  dth 
^^  mini  maneriorum  prape  mare  adjacentium  habe' 
bunt  marettumj  et  sahulonem  per  fluxus  et  re- 
■oRovoH.  ^^fiuxus  maris  per  temporis  incrementum  ad  terras 
^^  suas  costers  maris  adjacent es  prqjecta.^^  In  the 
treatise  of  Lord  Hale,  it  is  said,  ^^  here  is  custom 
^^  laid,  and  he  relies  not  barely  on  the  case  withoot 
^^  it."  But  it  is  a  general,  and  not  a  local,  custom, 
applicable  to  all  lands  near  the  sea,  and  not  to  lands 
\Yithin  any  particular  district.  The  pleadings  do  not 
state  the  lands  to  be  within  any  district;  and  sodi 
statements  would  have  been  necessary  if  the  custom 
pleaded  were  local.  The  eansuetudo  patru»  meois 
the  custom  of  all  parts  of  the  country  to  which  it  can 
be  applied ;  that  is,  in  the  present  case,  all  such  parts 
as  adjoin  tlie  sea. 

The  case  oi  the  King  v.  Oldsworth*  confirms  that 
of  the  Abbot  of  Peterborough,  as  to  the  right  dt  the 
owner  of  the  adjoining  lands  to  such  lands  as  were 
^^  secundum  majus  et  minus  prape  terras  et  tene- 
^^  menfa  sua  prqjectay  That  case  was  •  decided 
against  the  owner,  because  he  claimed  derelict  lands 
against  the  Crown.  Here  it  will  be  observed  tkat 
there  is  a  distinction  made  between  lands  derelict  and 
lands  formed  by  alluvion,  which  distinction,  I  thinks 
is  founded  on  the  principle  which  I  have  ventured  to 
lay  down ;  namely,  that  alluvion  must  be  gradual  and 
imperceptible,  but  the  dereliction  of  land  by  the  sea 
is  frequently  sudden,  leaving  at  (mce  large  tracts  of 
its  bottom  uncovered,  dry,  and  fit  for  the  ordmaiy 
purposes  for  which  land  is  used.  But  stilly  what  was 
decided  in  this  case  is  directly  applicable  to  the  ques- 
tion proposed  to  us«     The  Judges  are,  therefore,  war- 

*  The  case  of  Sutton  Marsh,  cited  in  Hale  de  Jure  Maris, 
pp.  S0|  31 1  in  Harg.  Law  Tracts., 
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ranted  by  justice,  by  public  policy,  by  the  opinion  of      1828. 
learned  writers,  and  the  authority  of  decided  cases,  in 
giving  to  your  question  the  answer  which  they  have 
directed  me  to  give,  bohouoii 

The'answer  to  your  Lordship's  question  is  the  una- 
nimous opinion  of  all  the  Judges  who  heard  the  argu- 
ments at  your  Lordships'  bar.  For  the  reasons  given 
in  support  of  that  opinion  I  am  alone  responsible : 
most  of  my  learned  brothers  were  obliged  to  leave 
town  for  their  respective  circuits  before  I  could  write 
what  I  have  now  read  to  your  Lordships.  I  should 
have  spared  your  Lordships  some  trouble  if  I  had  had 
time  to  compress  my  thoughts ;  but  I  am  now  in  the 
midst  of  a  very  heavy  nisi  prius  sittings,  and  am 
obliged  to  take,  from  the  hours  necessary  for  repose, 
the  time  which  I  have  employed  in  preparing  this  opi- 
nion. If  it  wants  that  clearness  of  expression  which 
is  proper  for  an  opinion  to  be  delivered  by  a  Judge 
to  this  House,  I  hope  that  your  Lordships  will  con- 
sider what  I  have  stated  as  a  sufficient  apology  for  this 
defect. 

The  Lord  Chancellor. — ^I  beg  to  express  my 
thanks  to  the  learned  Chief  Justice,  and  to  the  Judges, 
for  the  attention  they  have  paid  to  this  subject ;  and 
I  have  only  to  add,  that  I  entirely  concur  in  the 
conclusion  at  which  they  have  arrived :  I  would  re- 
commend to  your  Lordships,  as  a  necessary  conse- 
quence of  the  opinion  which  has  been  expressed,  that 
the  judgment  of  the  Court  of  King's  Bench  upon  this 
matter  should  be  affirmed. 

The  Earl  of  Eldon, — I  heard  only  part  of  the 
argument,  and,  therefore,  I  have  some  difficulty  in 
stating  my  opinion  in  this  case ;  but,  having  had  my 
attention  called  to  subjects  of  the  same  nature,  on 
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1828.      former  occasions,  it  appears  to  me,  after  reading  the 
finding  of  the  Jury,  that  the  opinion  of  the  Judges  is 
correct.     I,  therefore,  concur  in  the  opinion  which 
BOKouGH.    the  Lord  Chief  Justice  has  expressed. 
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9th  Geo.  IV. 


ENGLAND. 

(court  of  exchequer.) 


The  Wardens  and  Commonalty  of  the  i 

Mystery  of  Mercers  of  the  City  of  (     Appellants. 


London 


s 


His  MAJBffry's  Attorney  General      Respondent. 

A,  by  a  deed  executed  in  I6I69  for  a  nominal  consideration,  con- 
veyed to  certain  persons    therein  named,    certain  premises 
which  were  then  let  upon  lease  for  forty-one  years,  at  a  rent  of 
150/.     By  another  deed  of  the  same  date,  reciting^,  among* 
other  purposes^  a  desire  to  relieve  the  poor  of  the  Mystery  of 
Mercers,  of  which  the  grantor  was  free,  and  the  better  to 
.manifest  his  love  and  affection  towards  his  brethreu,  the  free- 
men of  the  said  company,  it  was  declared  that  the  grant  of  the 
premises  comprised  in  the  former  deed,  and  of  the  rent  of  150/. 
reserved  upon  the  lease,  was  made  upon  trust  as  to  the  pre- 
mises, and  the  rent  reserved,  and  all  future  rents  and  profits ; 
that  the  grantees  should  receive  and  pay  the  monies  arising 
therefrom  to  the  Wardens  of  the  Mystery  of  Mercers  of  the 
city  of  London,  and  their  successors,  and  that  the  said  Wardens 
and  Commonalty  should  dispose  of  the  monies  to  the  uses 
therein  mentioned.    The  schedule  annexed  to  the  d^ed  then 
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enumerated  yarious  charitable  objects  to  which  the  money  wu 
to  be  applied,  araong^  which  was  a  donation  to  poor  brethra 
of  the  Mercers'  Company.  These  donations  amounted  aHoi- 
gether  to  149/.  11«.»  leaving  a  sum  of  9^.  of  the  resenred  raft 
of  150/.  unapplied  in  the  hands  of  the  Mercers*  Company.  By 
improvements  of  and  additions  to  the  estate  in  consequence  ot 
an  act  of  inclosure,  the  rent  increased  to  a  sum  of  l^OOUL  a 
year,  at  which  rent  the  premises  were  let  in  1817 :  of  tUi 
increased  rent  the  Mercers  applied  521/.  2$,  in  variom  pay* 
ments  according  to  the  trusts  ;  the  residue  of  the  rents  of  tht 
estate  th^  had  for  many  years  carried  to  the  general  accool 
of  the  company,  aod  applied  them  to  their  own  use. 
iJpon  an  information  filed  to  regulate  the  charity,  held  in  the  Govt 
below,  and  on  appeal,  that  the  Mercers*  Company  were  frv- 
tees  of  the  rents  and  augmented  rents,  and  that  the  sarpba^ 
after  answering  the  pajments  directed  by  the  deed,  were  ay» 
plicable  to  such  and  the  same  purposes  as  directed  by  the  dee^ 
without  prejudice  to  the  question  how  far  the  Mercers* 
pany  were  intitled  to  share  in  the  increased  rents,  with 
rence  to  their  share  of  the  original  rent  of  150/. 


•i» 


By  indenture  of  bargain  and  sale,  dated  the  ITth 
January,  1616,  and  made  between  Sir  Thomas  Bear 
nett,  knight,  citizen  and  alderman  oi  the  city  of 
London,  of  the  one  part ;  and  Thomas  Bennett,  die' 
younger,  citizen,  and  alderman  Rowland  Backhowe^ 
and  eighteen  others,  citizens  and  mercei*s,  of  the  otfafr 
part ;  the  said  Sir  Thomas  Bennett,  in  consideratiiii 
of  twelve  pence,  and  other  good  considantioiMi 
granted,  bargained,  and  sold  to  the  said  parties  of  tfap 
second  pait,  the  rectory  and  church  of  Kirton,  in  tw 
county  of  Lincoln,  and  the  advowson  and  ri^it  if 
patit)nage  of  the  vicarage  of  Kirton^  late  being  pared 
of  the  possessions  of  the  monastery  of  Buckland;  ill 
the  county  of  Somerset;  and  all  the  messuages,  hndi 
tithes,  and  ecclesiastical  dues  and  payments  thentp 
belonging,  which  premises  were  by  letters  patent 
dated  the  8th  April,  6  James  I.,  granted' to  Fran» 
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Phillips  and  Richard  Moore,  and  the  yearly  rent  of      '^28. 
160/.  reserved  upon  a  lease  of  the  said  premises,  THCMTtrsKT 
dated  on  or  about  the  12th  July,  14  James  L,  made  <»'«^»»« 
by  the  said  Sir  Thomas  Bennett  to  George  Skeiton,    ^^^1^ 
for  the  term  of  forty-one  years,  to  hold  to  the  said 
parties  of  the  second  part,  and  ih&r  heirs,  yielding 
and  paying  to  the  king  and  his  successors  the  rent  of 
282.  yearly  reserved  by  the  said  letters  patent. 

By  another  indenture  of  the  same  date,  and  made 
between  the  said  Sir  Thomas  Bennett,  described  as 
being  the  third  son  of  Thomas  Bennett,  late  of  Clapn 
eott,  near  Wallingford,  in  the  county  of  Berks,  de- 
ceased, of  the  first  part ;  the  said  Thomas  Bennett, 
like  youngar,  Rowland  Backhouse,  and  eighteen  others, 
of  Uie  second  part ;  the  wardens  and  commonalty  of 
the  Mystery  of  Mercers,  of  the  third  part ;  and  the 
mayor,  bui^esses  and  comnoonalty  of  the  borough  of 
Wallmgford,  of  the  fourth  part;  after  reciting  the 
before-mentioned  deed,  and  also  reciting  that  the  said 
Sir  Th(Hnas  Bennett,  being  incited  to  works  of  charity^ 
was  desirous  to  leave  some  memorial  of  his  thankful- 
ness to  God,  to  be  continued  for  ever,  towards  the 
relieving  and  maintenance  of  the  poor  of  the  said 
borough  of  Wallingibrd,  being  near  the  place  where 
he  was  bom,  and  of  the  poor  within  the  city  of  Lon-» 
don,  where  he  then  dwelt ;  and  of  the  poor  of  the 
Mystery  of  Mercers,  of  which  he  was  free ;  and  the 
better  to  manifest  his  love  and  afieotion  towards  his 
brethren,  the  freemen  of  the  said  company,  it  was 
testified  and  declared,  by  the  parties  thereto,  that  the 
grant  (tf  the.  said  rectory  and  advowson,  and  of  the 
messuages,  lands,  tithes,  and  ecclesiastical  dues 
thereto  belongings  and  of  the.s^d  rent  of  160/.,  was 
nmie  by  the  said  Sir  Thomas  Bennett  to  the  parties 
of  the  second  part,  upon  the  trusts  and  limitatioDs, 
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1828.      and  for  the  intents  and  purposes  expressed  and  tie? 
clared  by  a  schedule  thereto  annexed ;  and  the  several 
parties  covenanted  with  each  other  well  and  truly  to 
perform  the  said  trusts  on  their  parts  to  be  performed* 
The  schedule  annexed  to  the  deed,  after  stating  that 
it  contained  the  several  trusts  and  limitations  which 
were  from  time  to  time  thereafter  to  be  perfimned, 
touching  the  rectory  and  church  of  Kirton,  and  the 
advowson  and  other  the  premises  and  things  specified 
in  the  last  stated  indenture,  and  touchii^  the  yearly 
rent  of  150/.  reserved  upon  a  lease  theretofove  sMuie 
of  the  same,  by  Sir  Thomas  Bennett,  tmto  <SeQige 
Skelton,  for  the  term  of  forty-one  years,  from  Lady- 
day  then  next  coming,  and  touching  all  other  rentB, 
issues,  and  profits  of  the   same  premises,    directs 
{amongst  other  things)  that  the  parties  of  the  seoottd 
part  should  permit  the  said  Sir  Thomas  Bennett  to 
receive  the  rents  until  JLady'^ay  then  next,  and  should 
from  thenceforth  receive  the  said  yearly  rent  erf  160/. 
and  all  other  rents  and  issues  thereof,  and  yearly  pay 
and  deliver  the  monies  arising  thereupon  to  the  war- 
dens of  the  Mystery  of  Mercers  of  the  city  of  London, 
4md  their  successors,  or  such  one  of  them  as  the  said 
company  should  appoint  and  be  answerable  for ;  and 
that  the  said  wardens  and  comanonalty  should,  from 
the  said  Lady-day,  dispose  of  all  the  said  monies  so 
from  time  to  time  to  be  paid  and  delivered  as  afore- 
said, to  the  uses  following: — viz.  to  the  king  for 
the  fee-'farm   rent  reserved.,  by  the  letters  patent 
before-mentioned,  the  sum  of  29/.  yearly ;  and  to  the 
receiver  for  two  half-yearly  acquittances.  Is. ;  to  die 
mayor  and  burgesses  and  commonalty  of  Wallingford^ 
to  be  piiid  halt-yearly^  and  to  be  distributed  by  them 
among  fifteen  of  the  most  poor  and  aged  smt  oi  inen 
and  women  of  the  said  borough  town,  in  the  manner 
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therein  mentioned,  the  sum  of  20/. ;   to  four  poor      l^^* 
,    facethren  of  the  company  of  Mercers,  such  as  should  thkmtbvbrt 
\    have  their  freedom  by  service  or  patrimony,  being 
f    thai  decayed  in  their  estate,  5/.  a-piece  yearly,  as  long 
I    as  they  should  live  and  be  of  good  behaviour ;  the 
vacancies  to  be  siq)plied  by  the  said  company  upon 
their  quarter  days,  amounting  together  to  the  sum  of 
.90/. :  for  redeeming  twelve  or  more  prisoners,  yearly, 
lying  for  debt  in  the  two  Compters  and  Ludgate, 
•such  as  might  be  redeemed  for  40«.  or  under,  and  for 
half  or  less  if  they  could  of  the  debt  due,  so  &r  as 
'    the  sum  of  24/.  in  every  year  would  extend :  for 
clothing  with  hose,  shoes,  shirts,  and  such  like,  poor 
and  naked  men,  women,  and  children,  wandering  in 
Jthe  streets  of  London,  and  that  have  no  dwelling,  to 
'be  bestowed  at  the  discretion  of  the  said  wardens,  or 
jmch  one  of  them  as  the  said  company  should  appoint,  the 
aom  of  14/. :  for  tlie  reUef  of  poor  children  in  Christ's 
Hospital,  in  London,  to  be  paid  to  the  masters  and 
governors,  the  sum  of  20/. ;   for  the  charge  df  a 
dlinner  for  the  wardens,  assistants,  and  livery  of  the 
•aid  company,  at  their  hall  on  St.  Andrew's  day,  the 
sum  of  20/. ;  to  the  wardens  appointed,  for  their  pains 
'io  disposing  of  the  said  monies,  the  sum  of  1  /. ;  to  the 
clerk  of  the  company  for  his  attendance,  and  for  pro- 
viding and  keeping  a  bode,  yearly,  of  the  said  dis- 
tributions, and  making  of  acquittances,  the  sum  of 
1/. ;  and  to  the  beadle  of  the  company  for  his  attend- 
ance in  the  distributions,  the  sum  of  10s.    The  sche- 
dule then  contained  directions,  that  when  the  said 
trustees  should  be  reduced  to  eight,  the  survivors 
'ahonld  convey  the  premises  to  twenty  others,  being 
ifreemen  of  the  Mystery  of  Mercers,,  and  their  heirs, 
upon  the  trusts  aforesaid.    The  schedule  also  con- 
tained a  further  provision,  that  if  it  should  happen 
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1S28.      that  the  rectory  ci  Kirton,  and  other  the  premiaei, 
TRBMYBTBRT  shouM  at  aoy  time  be  lawfully  evicted,  or  that  by  tk 
or  M^c AS  alteration  of  times,  the  rents  and  profits  thereof  should 
oMKRAiy    ^  much  decay  and  fall,  that  the  good  uses  above 
mentioned  should  not  be  maintained  therewith,  Jii 
such  case  the  wardens  and  commonalty  should  not  be 
charged  with  any  further  payments  than  the  said 
rectory  and  other  the  premises  should  in  true  and  jot 
value  amount  to ;   and  it  should  be  lawful  for  the 
company  to  make  a  proportionable  abatement  of  the 
monies  before  limited  to  the  said  several  uses,  answer- 
able to  such  decay  or  fall  ^  the  rents  thereof  as 
should  so  happen. 

The  payments  by  the  schedule  provided,  to  be  made 
out  of  the  rent  of  150/.  being  the  income  of  the 
premises  at  the  time  of  the  grant,  amounted  to  the 
sum  of  149/.  1 1s. 

New  trustees  were  from  time  to  time  chosen  of  the 
said  rectory,  tod  other  property  and  conveyanceB 
thereof  from  time  to  time  made  to  such  new  trusteeik 
who  from  time  to  time  paid  over  the  rents  and  proih 
of  the  rectory  to  the  wardens  and  commonalty  of  the 
Mystery  of  Mercers,  in  order  that  they  nught  distai- 
bute  the  same  according  to  the  trusts  of  the  deed 
before-mentioned  and  the  schedule  thereto. 

In  the  year  1772  an  act  of  parliament  was  paand, 
intituled  ''an  act  for  dividing  and  inclosing  the  Oooi^ 
mon  Fen  and  certain  other  commonable  places  and 
open  fields  within  the  parish  of  Kirton,  in  the  puts 
of  Holland,  in  the  county  of  Lincoln."  The  oomr 
missioners  under  that  act  by  their  award,  dated  on  cr 
about  the  10th  of  May,  1773,  allotted  to  the  oompanycf 
Mercers  in  lieu  of  all  the  tithes,  both  great  and  smalli 
and  all  ecclesiastical  dues  and  payments  arising  and 
belonging  to  the  company  upon  and  out  of  tdl  or  aay 


ON  iLPP£AJ^  4MD  WJilTS  OF  WL|U)R.  Ill 

of  the  lands  in  the  parjah  of  Kiiton^  and  upon  the      ^^^ 
Common  Fen  and  other  places  directed  to  be  inclosed,  TBEMYiTs&y 
three  parcels  of  land  lying  in  the  High  or  Great  Fen,   ®'  ""^fiw" 
in  the  inclosure  called  Kirton  Inclosure,  in  the  said    ^^^!^ 
parish  of  Kirton,  containing  respectively  31Ta.  In 
28p.,  226a.  3r.  23p.,  and  48a.  Ir.  I2p.,  and  one 
pared  of  land  lying  in  the  inclosure  callai  Sutterton 
loclofiure,  in  the  parish  of  Sutterton,  containing  3r» 
3p.,  making  the  whole  quacrfity  of  land  allotted  593a. 
Ir.  2Tp. 

By  a  lease  dated  on  the  22d  of  June,  1TT3,  after 
reciting  the  particular  allotments  from  the  commissioik- 
ers'  award  as  before  stated,  and  also  reciting  that  t^ 
company  were  also  possessed  oi  a  messuage  or  cottage 
a&d  2a.  and  Ir.  by  estimation,  of  pasture  land  thereto 
belonging,  and  also  of  3r.  and  13p.  by  measorementr 
then  inclosed,  in  the  parish  of  Kirton,  and  of  2a.  by 
estimaticm  of  pasture  formerly  inclosed  in  the  parish 
rf  Sutterton,  and  that  all  such  lands  and  allotments 
contained  together  by  measure  and  estimation  698a. 
2r. ;  and  also  reciting  that  an  estimate  had  been  made 
of  the  expense  of  building  a  substantial  messuage, 
bams,  stables,  and  brewhouse,  and  other  proper 
houses  awl  buildings  in  some  part  of  the  premises^ 
amounting  to  the  sum  of  1,216/.  17^.  Id.^  and  a  like 
estimate  of  the  expense  of  fencing  and  dividing  the 
allotments,  amounting  to  the  sum  of  1,149/.  6^.  6c/., 
and  that  one  William  Watson  liad  agreed  with  the 
campany  for  a  lease  of  the  premises,  and  to  expend 
the  said  sums  of  mcHiey  for  the  purposes  aforesaid ; 
the  company  demised  all  the  said  premises  to  William 
Watson  for  sixty-one  years,  from  Lady-day  then  last, 
at  the  yearly  rent  of  316/.,  and  the  lessee  covenanted 
to  expend  the  before  mentioned  sums  respectively  in 
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IB28.      erecting  the  buildmgS)  and  in  fencing  the  allotmeDte 

THE  MYSTERY  withiil  thfe  thrcc  first  years  of  the  terns.. 

OF  MBKOERn       rj^^  coveuant  had  been  duly  performed  by  Wittiam 

^oBVEiuL^     Watson,  at  an  expense  exceeding  the  stipulated  sornt 

by  700/.,  and  continued  in  the  possessicm  of  the  pre* 

mises  till  the  time  of  his  deatli,  upon  ^hich  event  kk 

son,  William  Watson  the  younger,  became  intitled.to 

the  lease,  and  finding  himself  imable  to  cany  on  the 

farm,  agreed  with  the  company  to  surrender  the  lease 

to  them  upon  having  an  annuity  of  400/.  secured  to 

him  for  the  remainder  of  the  term  of  sixty-one  years, 

and  the  agreement  was  carried  into  effect  by  a  deed 

of  surrender,  dated  on  the  1st  of  March,  1816. 

A  new  lease,  dated  the  Tth  of  Octoba*,  1817,  was 
afterwards  granted  to  Samuel  Everard,  the  present 
tenant,  for  twenty-one  years  and  a  half,  from  Lady- 
day  1816,  at  the  rent  of  a  peppa*-com  for  the  first 
half-year,  and  of  1 ,000/.  per  annum  for  the  remaining 
twenty-one  years,  and  these  terms  were  fixed  in  cra- 
sideration  of  the  tenant  agreeing  to  lay  out  700/.  in 
repairing  and  improving  the  premises. 

The  payments  specified  in  the  schedule  annexed  to 
the  indenture  before  stated,  were  not  increased  by 
the  company,  but  such  payments  were  fitnn  time  to 
time  regularly  made,  except  as  to  the  sum  allotted  to 
Christ's  Hospital,  which  was  purchased  by  the  Appel- 
lants, and  also  to  the  sum  allotted  to  the  Appellants 
for  a  dinner  on  St  Andrew's  day,  which  had. for 
some  years  been  discontinued,  by  reason  of  the  sur^ 
plus  produce  of  the  charity  estate  having  been  carried 
to  the  company's  general  funds.  The  sum  allotted 
for  the  discharge  of  poor  debtors  had  been  frequently 
unapplied,  in  consequence  of  the  restriction  as  to  the 
amount,  but  the  unapplied  arrears  had   been  duly 
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brought  to  account,  and  from  time  to  time  invested  in  ^^^* 
the  funds  ;  and  in  the  month  of  August,  1808,  a  sum 
of  402/.  IT^.  2d.  three  per  cent,  consolidated  Bank 
Annuities  was  purchased  with  273/.  Ss.  lOd.  arising 
from  such  arrears ;  and  in  the  month  of  February, 
.1818,  a  further  sum  of  397/.  2$.  lOd.  three  per  cent, 
consolidated  Bank  Annuities  was  purchased  with  320/. 
Ss.  lid.  out  of  such  arrears,  making  in  the  whole 
the  sum  of  800/.  three  per  cent,  consolidated  Bank 
Annuities,  and  the  dividends  therecrf*,  amounting  to 
24/.  per  annum,  were  carried  to  the  account  of  the 
prisoners ;  and  at  an  audit  of  the  accountt  of  the 
charity  on  the  llth  of  October,  1820,  there  was  a 
balance  in  the  hands  of  the  company  of  149/.  1 1^. 
Ud. 

In  the  year  1818,  upon  a  report  made  by  a  com- 
mittee  to  the  court  of  assistants,  that  the  small  sums 
directed  to  be  appropriated  to  the  release  of  debtors, 
under  the  indenture  secondly  stated,  and  the  schedule 
thereunto,  were  not  sufficient,  from  the  great  change 
in  the  value  of  money,  to  attain  the  object  of  the 
dcmor  in  the  release  of  deserving  debtors, — It  was  re- 
solved by  the  court  that  the  masters  and  wardens  of 
the  Company  shouki  be  authorized  in  friture  to  ap{rfy 
the  charity  annually  as  they  should  see  best,  so  as  to 
release  the  greatest  practicable  number  of  deserving 
debtors,  and  that  in  consequence  of  this  resolution 
the  sums  appropriated  to  each  case  had  been  extended 
where  necessary,  to  3/. 

The  annuity  of  20/.  a  year  given  to  Christ's  Hos- 
pital by  Sir  Thomas  Bennett,  was  purchased  by  the 
Company  of  Mercers  in  the  year  1811,  under  the 
authority  of  the  act  made  and  passed  for  the  redemp- 
tion of  the  land  tax. 

The  sums  actually  paid  by  the  Company  from  the 


174  CASES  IN  TBM  HOUSE  OF  UMUD8 

1828.  rent  of  the  estate  and  prenodses  were  as  follows;  the 
THBMYCTCRY  aunuity  of  400/.  to  William  Wataon,  The  rent  of 
or  M BRCEu  29/,  reserved  by  the  aforesaid  letter^  patent  and  bow 
^oSnJZ  P^^  ^  ^  purchaser  fix)m  the  Crown,  and  20/.  to  the 
corporation  of  Wallingford;  6/.  each  to  four  poor 
brediren  df  the  company  appointed  for  life  at  a 
general  court,  amounting  together  to  20/.  The  jm- 
soners  in  the  two  Compters  and  Ludgate,  24/.  To 
the  Renter  Warden,  to  be  applied  by  him,  at  his  dis- 
cretion, in  clothing  or  oth^ivise  relieving  poor  and 
distressed  objects  in  the  city  of  London,  14/.  To  the 
Reaiter  Warden,  1/.  To  the  dark,  1/.  To  thebeaiU^ 
lOs.  For  the  annual  insurance  of  the  premises  fron 
fire,  11/.  12^. ;  which  amounted  in  the  whcJe  to  the 
sum  of  521/.  2s.  The  residue  of  the  rents  of  dif 
estate  had  been  for  many  years  carried  to  the  general 
account  oi  the  company,  and  had  been  applied  fay 
them  to  their  own  use  and  ben^t. 

These  facts  coming  to  the  knowledge  of  the  Coat' 
missioners^  appointed  under  the  statute  69  Geo.  3.  c. 
91,  in  the  course  of  their  enquiry,  and  it  appearing 
to  them  that  the  Appellants  were  not  entitled  to  retain 
such  surplus  for  their  own  use,  but  that  die  whole  of 
the  rents  ought  to  be  applied  to  the  pmposes  specified 
by  the  donw,  they  certified  the  particulars  to  the 
Attorney  Grenaul,  who  thereupon  filed  an  informal 
tion  in  the  Court  of  Exchequer  against  the  Appdhnti 
and  their  trustees,  stating  the  above  circumstanoes^ 
and  praying  that  it  might  be  declared  that  the  Ap* 
peUantB  were  mere  ti*ustees  for  the  distribution  of  the 
rents  and  profits  of  the  estate,  and  ought  to  apply  the 
whole  of  such  rents  and  profits,  as  well  as  the  divi- 
dends of  the  stock  which  had  been  pm'chased  with  a 
part  of  that  fund,  to  the  purposes  prescribed  by  the 
donor,  or  some  shnilar  thereto,  or  to  such  other  dia- 
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litable  purposes  as  His  Majesty  or  the  court  should  ^^^• 
direct;  and  that  they  might  be  decreed  to  account  nEnmviWLY 
for  all  the  Surplus  rents  which  they  had  receivedi  so 
long  back  as  the  court  should  think  proper ;  and  to 
pay  what  upon  such  account  should  appear  to  be  due 
fircttH  them ;  and  that  it  might  be  referned  to  a  Master 
to  approve  of  a  scheme  for  the  due  implication  oi  such 
arrears,  as  well  as  of  the  future  rents  of  the  estate  and 
dividends  arising  from  the  stock. 

To  this  information  the  Appellants  and  trustees 
put  in  their  answer,  admitting  the  above  facts ;  and 
the  answer  having  been  replied  to,  the  caitte  came  on 
to  be  heard  before  the  Lord  Chief  Baron  of  the  Ex- 
chequer, on  the  2Tth  of  April,  1826,  when  the 
deeds  by  which  the  charity  was  founded  having  been 
produced  and  read  in  evidence,  the  cause  stood  for 
judgment,  and  on  the  30th  of  May  following,  the  Lord 
Chief  Baron  pronounced  his  decree,  whereby  it  was 
declared  that  the  Appelknts  were  trustees  of  the 
rents,  and  of  the  augmented  rents  of  the  estates  in 
the  pleadings  mentioned,  and  that  the  surplus  rents, 
after  answering  the  several  payments  directed  to  be 
made  by  the  said  deed  of  tlie  nth  of  Janaary, 
1616,  are  applicable  to  sudi  and  the  same  puiposes 
as  Sir  Thomas  Burnett  has  pointed  out  and  directed 
the  rents  of  such  estate  to  be  applied  to,  by  the  aibne*- 
«aad  deed  of  the  ITth  ei  January,  1616,  without 
prejudice  nevertheless  to  the  question,  how  far  ihe 
App^Iants  were  entitled  to  partake  oi  or  share  in  the 
said  increased  or  augmented  raits,  with  reference  to 
their  share  or  benefit  in  the  said  original  rent  of  150/., 
given  to  the  Appellants  by  the  deed  of  the  17th  of 
January,  1616,  and  the  decree  directed  accom^  of 
the  rents  to  be  taken  accordingly. 

From  this  decree  the  appeal  was  presented. 
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1828.  For  the  Appellants— ilfr.  Bidcersteth  and  Mr. 

Monro. 
For  the  Respondent — The  Attorney  General  and 
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For  the  Appellants  it  was  argued — ^That  the  donor 
had  given  the  estate  absolutely  in  use  to  the  Appel- 
lants, and  by  the  declaration  of  trust  be  had  imposed 
on  them  the  obligation  of  making  ciertain  specific  u- 
nual  payments  out  of  the  rents,  whidi  at  the  time  rf 
the  gift  did  not  amount  to  the  annual  produce  of  the 
estates;  that  there  was  an  ^cess,  and  the  amount  of 
the  excess  was  not  material,*  therefore,  instead  of 
there  being  any  ground  of  implication  that  the  donor 
intended  to  dedicate  the  whole  usufruct  of  the  tend  to 
charitable  puiposes,  on  the  contrary,  the  direct  con- 
clusion of  the  law  is,  that  there  was  no  such  intentioii« 
and  that  a  Court  of  Equity  cannot  imply  a  further 
intention,  because  the  subject  relates  to  public  charity  t 
that  the  Appellants  were  the  express  objects  of  the 
dcHior's  r^ard ;  and  as  one  of  the  purposes  he  had  ia 
view  in  making  the  gift,  is  declared  to  be  to  manifest 
his  love  and  affection  to  his  brethr^i,  the  Freemen  of 
the  Mercers'  Company,  it  might  be  reasonably  con- 
cluded that  he  intended  to  effect  this  purpose,  by 
giving  to  the  Appellants  the  surplus  rents  whidi 
should  remain  after  the  purposes  particularly  specified 
were  answered:  that  m  coZiing  the  trJ^  the 
donor  made  the  Appellants  liable  to  responsibilities 
in  respect  of  the  rent  reserved  to  the  Crown  and 
otherwise,  and  must  therefore  be  understood  to  have 
intended  the  Appellants  to  receive  any  benefit  which 
might  remain  after  they  had  fiilly  performed  the 

*  Mocaiia  v^  LoH$ada» 


ON  AWBAIiB  AND  WUrfB  OP  KRBOR.  ITT 

trusts  particularly  declared  ;*    and  that  lengtli  of      1^^* 
time,  although  it  was  not  an  abscrfute  limitation  in  tbkmyvte&y 
the  case  of  a  charity,  was  nevertheless  a  cirramstance  ^'  '^  p^^"^* 
to  be  considered. f 

For  the  Respondents  it  wasaigued — ^That  upon  the 
whole  frame  of  the  deeds  by  which  the  property  in 
question  was  vested  in  trustees,  and  the  trusts  thereof 
declared,  it  was  manifest  that  the  Appellants  were 
intended  to  receive  the  whole  of  the  rents  as  trustees 
for  the  purpose  of  distribution  amongst  the  objects  of 
the  charity,  and  were  not  intended  to  take  the  estaCe 
as  beneficial  owners,  subject  to  certain  ^)ecific  charges 
in  &vottr  of  tlie  charity. 


The  Lard  Chancettsnk — (After  stating  the  sub-  lauijoir. 
stance  of  the  deed  and  schedule.) 
,  This  property,  which  was  at  the  paiod  in  question 
of  the  annual  value  of  about  150/.,  is  at  present  of  a 
value  greatly  exceeding  that  amount,  and  the  question 
is,  to  whom  the  surplus  rent  belongs.  The  Mercers' 
Company  contend  that,  according  to  the  terms  of  this 
trust,  they  are  entitled  to  the  surplus  rent,  and  on  the 
other  side  it  is  contended,  on  the  part  of  the  Attorney 
General,  who  has  filed  this  information,  that  the.  sur- 
plus rents,  the  increased  rents,  are  to  be  applied  to 
charitable  purposes,  similar  to  those  designated  in  this 
schedule.  In  looking  at  the  terms  of  this  trust,  your 
Lordships  will  find  that  the  donor  adverts,  not  merely 
to  the  standing  rent  of  160/.  a  year,  but  he  looks  fin*- 
ward  to  a  possible  alteration  in  tlie  rent.  The  trus- 
tees are  directed  to  pay  over  to  the  Mercers'  Company 
all  the  rents  which  ishall  from  time  to  time  accrue; 

♦  An.  Gen.  v.  Corp.  of  Bristol,  2  Jac.  and  W.  '294. 
t  Per  Lord  Holt  in  The  Ait  Gen.  v.  Coventry^  cit.  3  Mad. 
363. 
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1828.  and  then  it  is  directed  that  they  shall  receive  tlie  said 
TBBMTBTBKT  ycarty  rcut  of  150/.,  and  all  other  the  rents,  issues, 
•'  "^*^"  and  profits  thereof,  from  thencrforth  to  grow  due  and 
ATTOMST  payable,  and  that  the  monies  thereof  arising,  shall 
yearly  be  delivered  to  the  Mercers'  Company,  so 
that  the  150/.  a  year  during  the  continuaticm  of 
that  lease  is  to  be  paid  over  by  the  trustees  to  the 
Mercers'  Company ;  the  future  rents,  however  large 
they  may  be,  are  from  time  to  time  to  be  paid  ovar  to 
the  Mercers'  Company,  and  the  direction  is  that  the 
Mercers'  Company,  yearly  and  for  ever  pay  and  dis- 
pose of  all  the  said  monies,  so  from  time  to  time  to  bef 
paid  and  delivered  as  aforesaid."  So  that  they  aie  to 
receive  the  rents,  whatever  maybe  the  anoount  of  those 
rents,  from  time  to  time,  and  they  are  to  pay  over  those 
rents,  whatever  their  amount  may  be,  to  the  purposes 
specially  pointed  out  in  this  schedule.  Therefore, 
upon  the  fair  and  obvious  construction  of  that  instru- 
ment, up  to  the  point  to  which  I  have  directed  your 
attention,  it  appears  that  all  the  rents,  however  large, 
were  to  be  applied  to  the  purposes  of  those  trusts. 

But  an  argument  has  been  raised  out  of  the  cir- 
cumstance, that  in  the  application  of  the  first  150/., 
149/.  lis.  only  is  appropriated,  that  there  is  a  surplus 
of  d8. ,  and  that  that  surplus  belongs  to  the  trustees,  being 
unappropriated,  which  is  therefore  evidence  to  shew  that 
it  was  the  intention  of  the  donor  that  whatever  surplus 
rents  at  any  future  period  might  arise,  it  was  not 
intended  that  those  surplus  rents  should  be  applied  to 
the  purposes  designated  in  the  deed  the  special  and 
particular  purposes,  but  that  they  should  become  llw 
absolute  property  of  the  Mercers'  Company. 

The  case  of  the  Attorney  General  v.  The  Maymr 
and  Corporation  qf  Bristol^^  was  referrckl  to  fer  the 
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purpose  of  establishing  this  position ;  now  the  olily  ^^^ 
principle  established,  or  rather  confirmed  by  that  case,  thb 
was,  that  where  there  is  a  surplus  under  circumstances 
similar  to  the  present,  that  is,  where  there  is  an 
annual  sum  granted,  and  a  part  of  that  annual  sum 
only  is  appropriated  to  special  objects,  and  there 
is  a  residue  which  the  trustees  hdd,  that  is  evi- 
dence of  the  intention  of  the  donor,  that  the  surplus 
rent  should  belong  to  the  persons  to  whom  this  pro- 
perty is  in  the  first  instance  conveyed,  but  it  is  only 
evidence  of  the  intention ;  it  is  liable  to  be  repelled  by 
any  other  evid^ice  arising  out  of  the  instrument  upcm 
which  that  fact  appears.  It  is  quite  obvious  that  if  it 
is  made  use  of  merely  as  evidence  oi  the  intention 
of  the  donor,  something  must  depend  upon  the  amount 
of  the  sum ;  and  surely  no  very  strong  evidence  of  in- 
tention can  arise  out  of  an  instrument  of  this  kind 
where  it  appears  that  the  whole  sum  at  that  period 
amounted  to  150/.  a  year,  which  is  applied  to  a  great 
number  of  special  objects,  and  that  the  only  balance 
remaining  unappropriated  is  the  fiactional  sum  of  8^. 
No  very  strong  evidence  of  intention  can  arise  from  a 
circumstance  of  that  description,  that  it  was  the  in- 
tention of  the  donor  that  any  surplus  fimds  at  any 
future  time,  however  large,  should  beccnne  the  pro-' 
perty  of  the  Mercers'  Company.  Whatever  dight 
inference  of  intention  may  arise  from  the  onussion  to 
appropriate  that  small  fractional  sum,  is  repelled  by 
the  very  strong  terms  in  the  former  part  of  the  deed, 
in  which  it  is  expressed,  not  only  that  the  existing  rent 
of  160/.  a  year,  but  all  the  rents  should  be  received 
by  the  trustees  and  handed  over  to  the  Mercers'  Com- 
pany ;  and  the  Mercers'  Company  are  directed  to 
apply  not  the  present  rents  only,  but  all  the  rents  to 
the  purposes  of  the  will.     That  direction  is  so  specific 
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1^28.       as  to  overrule  any  inference  arising  from  tlie  small 
extra  fractional  sum  not  being  appropriated. 

It  was  stated  by  the  counsel  at  the  bar,  in  arguing 
this  case,  that  one  object  of  the  grant  was,  the  lore 
and  afllection  Sir  William  Bennett  bore  to  the  Meroen' 
Company ;  and  that  it  did  not  sufficiently  appear  by 
looking  at  this  instrument,  that  the  donor  had,  by  the 
special  purposes  pointed  out  in  the  schedule^  indicated 
any  intention  of  providing  beneficially  for  the  Mercen' 
Company ;  that,  therefore,  it  was  fiur  to  assume  that 
he  meant  them  to  profit  in  some  way  fit)m  the  increue 
of  the  rent.  But  you  will  find,  by  referring  to  the  ob- 
jects pointed  out  in  this  instrument,  that  they  are  all 
specidly  provided  for  in  the  particular  appropriations 
mentioned  in  the  schedule.  The  objects  are  these : 
'^  For  the  relieving  and  maintenance  of  the  poor  of 
the  borough  or  town  of  Wallingford,  being  near  unto 
the  place  where  the  donor  was  bom ;  and  of  (he  poor 
within  the  city  of  London,  where  he  hath  been 
brought  up,  and  doth  now  inhabit  and  dwell ;  and  of 
the  poor  of  the  Mystery  of  the  Mercers  of  the  same 
city  of  London,  of  which  company  he  is  jfree ;  and 
the  better  to  manifest  his  love  and  affection  towards 
his  brethren,  the  freemen  of  the  same  company." 
Now  on  looking  into  the  schedule,  you  will  find  all  those 
objects  provided  for :  first  there  is  ^'  to  the  mayoTi 
burgesses,  and  commonalty  of  the  said  borough  or 
town  of  Wallingford,  to  be  disposed  of  in  manner 
therein  mentioned,  20/.  a  year."  So  that  the  first  ob- 
ject is  provided  for ;  namely,  his  regard  for  the  inhfr- 
bitants  of  Wallingford.  "  To  four  poor  brethren  of 
the  Company  of  Mercers,  the  yearly  sum  of  20t, 
that  is  to  say,  6/.  a-piece  ;'  Another  object  intended 
specially  to  be  provided  for :   "  For  redeeming  twelve 
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persons  lying  for  debt  in  the  prisons  of  London,  ealled  1^8. 
the  two  Ck)mpters  and  Lndgate,  24/.,  to  be  distributed 
in  manner  therein  mentioned ;  and  for  clothing  with 
hose,  shoes,  shirts,  and  such  like,  of  poor  and  naked 
men,  women,  and  children,  wandering  in  the  streets 
of  the  city  of  London,  and  that  have  no  dwelling 
to  be  bestowed  as  therein  mentioned,  14/.  a  year." 
That  is  another  object  specially  provided  for ;  tlien 
**  For  the  charges  of  a  dinner  to  be  provided  for  the 
wardens,  assistants,  and  livery  of  the  Mercers'  Com- 
pany, 20/.  a  year."  That  is  to  shew  his  regard  to 
the  company  of  which  he  was  a  member.  There  are 
other  sums,  to  which  it  is  unnecessary  for  me  to  direct 
your  attention;  but  you  will  find  that  he  provides 
specially  in  this  schedule  for  the  different  objects 
which,  in  the  recital  of  the  deed  of  trust,  he  declares 
it  his  intention  to  provide.  Therefore,  no  argument 
of  that  description  can,  in  my  apprehension,  arise  out 
of  this  recital  of  the  deed. 

An  argument  was  attempted  to  be  raised  out  of 
the  concluding  clause,  ^^  That  if  it  shall  happen  that 
the  said  rectory  of  Kirton  and  other  the  premises 
shall  at  any  time  hereafter  be  lawfully  evicted,  or  that 
by  the  alteration  of  times,  the  rents  and  profits  there- 
of shall  so  much  decay  and  fall  that  the  good  uses 
above  mentioned  cannot  be  supported  and  maintained 
therewith,  in  such  case  the  said  wardens  and  com- 
monalty shall  not  be  charged  with  any  further  pay- 
ment than  the  said  rectory  and  other  the  premises 
shall  in  true  and  just  value  amount  to;  and  from 
thenceforth  it  shall  be  lawful  for  the  said  wardens  and 
conunonalty  and  their  successors^  to  make  proportion^ 
able  abatement  of  the  monies  hereinbefore  limited  to 
the  said  several  uses,  answerable  to  such  decay  or 
fell  of  the  rents  thereof,  as  shall  so  happen."    Nq 
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^^*      provision  is  here  made  for  any  increase  of  rent ;  the 
THEMTiTE&Y  pFOviision  is  made  only  with  a  view  to  the  possiUe 
--T'"  Urease  of  rent;  but  it  is  easy  to  imdewtand  why 
qiwbb!u!    *^^  provision  was  framed  in  that  way :  it  was  to  pre- 
vent all  disputes  in  case  there  shoidd  happ^i  to  be 
decrease  of  rents ;  in  that  case,  instead  of  any  parti- 
cular object  being  entirely  defeated,  the   Meroen' 
Company  were  directed  to  reduce  each  of  them  in 
proportion.    It  was  with  that  view,  and  that  view 
only,  as  it  appears  to  me,  that  the  clause  was  intro- 
duced, 

I  have  gone  further  into  detail  than  I  should  otho^ 
wise  have  done,  because  it  has  been  contended  at  the 
bar  that,  to  confirm  this  decision  of  the  Chief  Banm 
of  the  Exchequer^  would  be  to  overrule  the  decision  in 
the  case  of  the  Attorney  Greneral  v.  the  CorpcMratioo 
of  Bristol.  The  principle  of  that  decision  is  that 
which  I  have  stated :  that  if  there  is  a  part  of  the 
sum  unappropriated,  it  is  a  circumstance  which  oonitB 
of  justice  (and  particularly  in  that  case,)  have  con- 
sidered as  an  evidence  of  the  intention  of  the  d(Mior, 
as  to  what  should  take  place  with  respect  to  any 
future  increase  of  that  sum ;  but  it  is  only  evidence 
of  the  intention ;  and  I  apprehend  the  circumstancei 
to  which  I  have  adverted,  are  in  this  case  sufficient 
to  rebut  any  inference  of  such  an  intention,  arising 
from  the  non-application  of  the  small  firactional  sum 
to  which  I  have  adverted.  I  was  extremely  desirous 
of  knowing  what  was  the  opinion  of  the  noble  and 
leaiTied  lord  by  whom  that  case  of  the  Corporation 
of  Bristol  had  been  decided.  The  noble  and  learned 
lord  has  looked  into  the  decision  in  this  case,  and 
he  does  not  consider  it  at  all  inconsistent  with  the  de- 
cision of  that  case«  On  the  contrary,  he  agrees  with 
me  in  opinion,  that  the  decision  of  the  court  bekyir 
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is  perfectly  correct.     Under  these  circumstances,  I       ^^-®- 

should  propose  to  your  Lordships  that  this  judgment  the  mystery 

1             /E               1  OP  MERCEkl 

be  atnrmed.  v. 

^^^,^^^^,^  attorWey 

Judgment  affinned. 
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(court  OF  EXCHEQUER.) 

The  Wardens  and  Commonalty  of  the  ^ 

Mystery  of  Mercers  of  the  City  of/    AppeUanti. 
London     - -' 

His  Majesty's  Attorney  General    Respondent. 

By  a  deed  g^nting  lands,  &c.  to  a  Corporation  of  the  Citf  «f 
London,  to  be  applied  to  charitable  uses,  it  was  provided, 
that  if  the  premises  should  be  evicted,  the  company  shooM  be 
discharged  from  any  further  payment  or  continuance  of  the 
uses ;  and  if  the  premises,  by  alteraiioii  of  times,  ahoaU  •• 
much  decay  in  rent  that  the  uses  could  not  be  supported  tliei»> 
with,  the  company  should  only  be  chargeable  with  the  pay* 
ments  appointed  to  Christ*s  Hospital  and  to  the  Company  of 
Barber  Surgeons,  being  6/.  yearly ;  and  from  thenceibrth  it 
should  be  lawful  for  the  said  company  to  make  such  abatemeit 
of  the  sums  before  limited,  except  the  6/.  to  Chrisrs  Hotpitri 
and  the  Barber  Surgeons,  as  should  be  answerable  to  the  ftl 
of  the  rents  which  should  so  happen. 

Held,  that  this  was  conditional,  and  not  a  positive  charge  iqMB 
the  grantees  to  be  paid  by  them,  at  all  events  so  as  to  far- 
nish  an  inference,  that,  being  subject  to  such  charge,  thej 
must  be  entitled  to  a  surplus  of  the  rents  arising  by  an  increase 
in  the  value  of  the  propei*ty. 

By  indenture,  dated  the  12th  of  May,  1619,  John 
Bancks,  citizen  and  mercer  of  London,  granted,  bar- 
gained, and  sold  to  Sir  Baptist  Hicks,  and  othen 
therein  mentioned,  and  their  heirs  and  assigns,  a  war 
suage  or  tenement,  with  all  buildings,  gardens,  and 
other  appurtenances  thereto  belonging,  situate  in 
HoUoway,  in  the  parish  of  Idington,  in  the  ooiinty 
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of  Middlesex;   and  also  three  crofts,  or  closes  of      ^^' 
pasture-ground,  with  the  appurtenances,  containing  by 
estimation  six  acres,  to  the  said  messuage  adjoining. 

By  a  further  indenture,  also  dated  the  12th  of  May, 
1619,  and  made  and  executed  by  and  between  the 
said  John  Bancks,  of  the  first  part ;  the  said  Sir  Bap- 
tist Hicks,  and  the  other  trustees  of  the  second  part ; 
and  the  wardens  and  commonalty  of  the  Mystery  of 
Mercers  of  the  city  of  London,  of  the  third  part ;  and 
by  a  schedule  thereunto  annexed,  it  was  declared  that 
the  conveyance  thereinbefore  mentioned,  was  made 
upon  trust,  that  the  said  Sir  Baptist  Hicks,  aiid  the 
other  trustees,  should  permit  the  said  John  Bancks  to 
receive  the  rents  and  profits  during  his  life ;  and  that,' 
after  his  death,  they  should  receive  the  yearly  rent  of 
IT/.,  for  which  the  said  premises  were  then  demised, 
lihder  a  lease  granted  by  the  said  John  Bancks,  and 
all  other  rents  and  profits  thereof  to  grow  due  and 
payable,  and  the  monies  thereof  arising,  should  yearly 
and  for  ever,  well  and  truly  pay  and  deliver  to  the 
renter-warden '  of  the  Company  of  Mercers  for  the 
time  being :  and  that  the  wardens  and  commonatty 
of  the  Mercers,  and  their  successors,  should,  from 
and  after  the  decease  of  the  said  John  Bancks,  yearly, 
for  ever,  pay  and  dispose  all  the  said' monies,  so  from 
time  to  time  to  be  paid  and  delivered  to  them  as  afore- 
said, to  the  purposes  following :  vrz.  to  the  governors* 
of  Christ's  Hospital  in  London,  yearly,  the  sum  of 
61.  to  be  distributed  as  follows :  for  a  sermon  on  the 
da*y  of  election  of  the  governors,  1/.  2^.;  for  a  dinner 
fbr  the  governors,  1/.  6s.  8d. ;  for  the  two  cferks,  28. 
each ;  for  cakes  and  wme,  1  /.  65.  Sd. ;  for  the  stew- 
a  ds,  2«.  6^.,  the  matron,  2s.  Bd.j  the  beadles,  4^., 
making  together  9^. ;  for  the  poor  of  Christ  Church 
parish,  if  the  sermon  should  be  preached  there,  8^.  8^. 
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1828,  for  the  minister  of  Christ  Church,  2s.-;  fat,  the  two 
THEHYSTBRx  clcrks  011(1  sextoii,  3$. :  and  also  the  sum  of  T/.  14$. 
for  seven  sermons,  to  be  preached  by  learned  diyiqfi 
in  the  Mercers'  Church,  yearly,  upon,  Midsum- 
mer-^lay,  M icha^ko^day,  the  day  dT  the  confir- 
mation of  new  wardens  of  the  company,  aad  the  ftnr 
general  court  days  of  the  said  conipany,  e¥ery  ser- 
mon 22s. ;  and  also  to  the  renter-warden  of  the  sa^d 
coqipany,  the  sum  of  1/. ;  and  also  to  the  said  com- 
pany's chaplain,  6«*  Sd. ;  and  also  to  the  cleiic  of  tlie 
said  company,  10s. ;  to  the  beadle,  Ss.  4d. ;  to  the 
sexton  and  keeper  of  the  chapel.,  6s.  Sd. :  and  ahp 
for  a  dinner,  every  third  or  fifih  year,  for  the  wardeai 
and  some  of  the  feoffees,  with  three  workmeo  to  view 
the  reparations,  3/. ;  and  to  each  of  the  three  wori^,-. 
men,  2s.  each ;  and  also  to  the  Company  of  Barber 
Surgeons,  London,  20s.  yearly,  to  be  distribuljed  'gd 
the  11th  day  ojf  May,  yearly,  to  twelve  poor  hooper 
holders  or  widows  of  the  said  company,  ia  bee£ 
bread,  and  two-pence  a  piece  in  money,  and  each;  of 
them  one  wooden  platter;  and  to  the.cleii&  <tf  the 
same  company,  2s. 

New  trustees  had  been  from  ti^e  to  time  chgseQ 
out  of  the  Mercers'  Company,  to  whom  the  esttrte. 
had  been  from  time  to  time  conveyed. 

The  trust  estate  consisting  of  a  dw^llipgrhoiise,  aipd 
about  six  acres  of  land,  were  let  from  the  year  18B1, 
when  the  rents  became  first  receivable  by  the;  trus- 
tees, to  1733,  for  the  annual  sum  of  11/^ ;  and  tarn 
the  year  1733  to  1776,  for  the  annual  sum  .of  1^ 
About  the  year  1749,  the  rent  of  14/.  being  insoffi-' 
cient  to  defray  the  expenses  of  the  several  purposes 
specified  in  the  indenture  hereinbefore  mentioned,  dye 
seven  annual  sermons  above  mentioned  were  reduced, 
by  a  resolution  of  a  general  court  of  the  Company 
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of  Maroerfii,  to  the  number  of  four,  which  last  men-      1^28. 
tioned  ntnnber  oontiniled  to  be  preached  till  the  year  imuYmuY 
1820,  whra  at  a  gefieral  fcourt  of  the  company,  held  on  ®'  >««««»» 
the  SOA  of  March,  the  former  resolntion  was  rescind-    ^"?*"" 

.  OlWlliL, 

ed,  and  the  sevmi  sarmons  had  since  been  preached  in 
Ibe  manner  directed  in  the  deed. 

The  premises  weie  let  from  the  year  1T76  to  1191 
at  the  rent  of  21  h  per  annum ;  and  from  the  year 
1787  to  1816,  at  a  rent  of  30/.  par  annum.  In  the 
year  1816  the  premises  were  let  for  the  term  of  seven 
years,  at  the  annual  rent  of  84/.,  which  was  the  rent 
at  the  date  of  the  appeal. 

All  the  oth^  payments  Specified  in  the  indentures, 
had  been  satisfied  by  the  conipany,  excepting  that  as  no 
periodical  visit  to  view  the  repairs  c^  the  tmanent 
toc^  place,  no  specific  dimier  was  provided,  nor  were 
any  wwkmen  paid  as  directed  cm  such  visitaiitMis,  and 
exoq)t  that  the  annuity  of  6/.  to  ChriM's  Hospital,  in 
the  year  1811,  was  purchased  by  the  CcHnpany  of 
Mevoera  from  the  hospital,  und^  the  authority  of  cer- 
tain acts  ci  parliament,  made  and  passed  for  the  re- 
demption of  the  land-tax. 

T%e  payments  directed  to  be  made  under  the  in- 
dimture,  amounted  to  about  tiie  sum  of  17/.,  being 
the  then  annual  value  and  proceeds  of  the  pl^mises ; 
and  the  sum  of  67/.  per  annum,  the  excess  of  the  im- 
proved rent  of  the  premises^  had  beai,  ever  since  the 
year  1816,  carried  to  the  general  account  of  tlie  Com- 
pany of  Mercers,  and  applied,  With  thar  other  funds, 
for  their  general  purposes^  and  not  to  any  charitable 
purpose. 

John  Bancks,  by  his  will,  dated  the  20th  of  May, 
1630,  among  other  things,  gave  and  bequeathed  to 
the  Company  of  Mercers  the  sum  of  200/.,  and  he 
thereby  directed  and  onpowered  th6  company  to 
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182a      lend  out  from  time  to  time  for  ever,  the  said  sum  to 

THKMYBTKRT  two  yomig  meu  of  the  said  company  for  the  tenn  of 

OF  MERCERS  g^^  ycaTS  successively,  at  the  rate  and  interest  of  three 

^oEnTOL^    per  cent,  per  annum  ;  the  yearly  benefit  thereof  to  be 

put  to  the  account  of  his  lands  at  Holloway.     This 

sum  Mras  received  by  the  company,  but  at  the  time  of 

hearing  the  cause,  the  money  had  not  beai  lent  ont 

in  the  manner  directed  by  the  will,  no  applicatioii 

having  been  made  for  the  loan. 

These  facts  coming  to  the  knowledge  of  the  com- 
missioners, appointed  under  the  statute  69  Geo.  3, 
c.  91,  in  tlie  course  of  their,  inquiries^  it  appeared  to 
them  that  the  Appellants  were  not  entitled  to  retain 
such  surplus  for  their  own  use,  but  that  the  whole  of 
the  rents  ought  to  be  applied  to  the  purposes  specified 
by  the  donor.  They  acc(n*dingly  certified  the  parti- 
culars to  the  Attorney  General,  who  thereupon  filed 
an  information  in  the  Court  of  Exchequer  against  die 
Appellants  and  their  trustees,  stating  the  above  cir- 
cumstances, and  praying  that  it  might  be  declared 
that  the  Appellants  were  mere  trustees  for  the  distii- 
bution  of  the  whole  incx)me  of  the  Charity  Estate^ 
and  ought  to  apply  the  increased  rents  to  the  purposes 
mentioned  in  the  original  deed  of  foundation,  or  sudi 
other  charitable  purposes  as  the  court  should  direct; 
and  that  they  might  be  decreed  to  account  for  all  the 
surplus  rents  received  by  them  since  1816,  as  well  as 
for  the  interest  of  the  sum  of  200/.  bequeathed  by 
the  donor's  will,  and  to  pay  what  might  appear  to  be 
due  from  them  into  court,  and  that  it  might  be  referred 
to  one  of  the  Masters  of  the  court  to  approve  of  a 
scheme  for  the  due  application  of  such  arrears,  and 
of  all  the  future  income. 

To  this  information  the  Appellants  and  trustees  pat 
in  their  answer,  which  admitted  the  facts  allied. 


XHKMT8TBRT 
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The  answer  having  been  replied  to,  the  cause  came  1^28. 
on  to  be  heard  on  the  2Tth  of  April,  1826,  before  the 
Lord  Chief  Baron  of  the  Exchequer,  when  the  deeds 
€i  foundation  having  been  read,  the  cause  stood  for 
judgment,  and  on  the  30th  of  May  foUowing  the 
Lord  Chief  Baron  pronounced  his  decree,  whereby  it 
was  declared,  that  the  Appellants  were  trustees  of  the 
rents,  and  of  the  augmented  rents  of  the  estates,  and 
of  the  interest  of  the  sum  of  200/.  in  the  plead- 
ings mentioned ;  and  that  the  surplus  rents  and  the 
said  interest,  after  answering  the  several  payments 
directed  to  be  made  by  the  said  deed  of  the  12th  of 
May,  1619,  were  applicable  to  such  and  the  same 
purposes  as  the  testator,  John  Bancks,  directed  the 
rents  of  such  estate  to  be  applied  to,  by  the  aforesaid 
deed  of  the  12th  day  of  May,  1619,  without  preju- 
dice nevertheless  to  tlie  question  how  far  the  Appel- 
lants were  intitled  to  partake  of  or  share  the  said  in- 
creased or  augmented  rents,  with  reference  to  their 
share  or  benefit  in  the  said  original  rent  given  to  the 
Appellants  by  the  said  deed  of  the  12th  of  May, 
1619,  and  directed  accounts  of  the  said  rents  to  be 
taken  accordingly. 

From  this  decree  the  appeal  was  presented. 


For  the  Appellants — Mr.  Bickersteth  and  Mr, 
Mimro. 

For  the  Respondents — ^The  Attorney  General 
and  Mr.  Pemberton. 


The  Lord  Chancellor. — ^There  is  another  case  of  leth  Ji 
a  similar  description  to  that  which  your  Lordships 
have  just  decided,  a  case  in  which  the  Wardens  and 
Commonalty  of  the  Mystery  of  Mercers  of  the  City  of 
London,  ai'e  Appellants,  and  His  Majesty's  Attorney 


or  MBROBKt 

V, 

ATTOBITKy 
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^^^*  Gfeneral,  is  Respondent.  That  was  a  case  arising  out 
THBHYtTBRT  of  a  Chaiity,  founded  by  a  person  of  the  name  d 
Bancks.  The  provisions  of  the  deed  are  e3ctremeiy 
similar,  and  it  does  not  appear  to  me  that  there  is  any 
material  distinction  between  the  two  cases.  Tlie  oriy 
distinction  adverted  to,  was,  that  it  was  supposed  that 
to  the  extent  of  62.  the  Corporation  would  at  ail  eventai 
be  chargeable ;  and  therefore  if  they  were  liaMe  m 
case  of  diminution  of  rents,  to  the  extent  of  8/.,  it  was 
contended  that  they  would  be  entitled  to  the  sarptai; 
I  think  this  arises  entirely  from  a  misappreheDsioii  d 
the  nature  of  the  clause.  It  concludes  with  a  promi 
in  these  terms  :  ^^  That  if  it  should  happen  that  the 
messuage  and  premises  should  at  any  time  thereafter 
be  lawfully  evicted,  then  and  immediately  from  thenofr- 
forth  the  said  company  should  be  discharged  fnm 
any  forther  payment  or  continuance  of  the  uses  afixo- 
said,  or  if  the  said  messuage  and  other  premises  shadd 
by  alteration  of  times  so  much  decay  in  rent,  that  the 
uses  above  mentioned  could  not  be  supported  thoe- 
with,  in  such  case  the  said  company  should  only  be 
chargeable  with  the  payments  appointed  to  Christ's 
Hospital,  and  to  the  Company  of  Barber  Sui^eoos, 
being  6/.  yearly ;  and  from  thenceforth  it  shook!  be 
lawful  for  the  said  Mercers'  Company  to  make  such  a 
defalcation  and  abatement  of  all  the  sums  of  money 
therein  before  limited,  except  the  said  6/.  to  Christ's 
Hospital  and  the  Company  of  Barber  Surgeons,  as 
should  be  answerable  to  the  fiill  of  rents  which  dionld 
so  happen,  and  as  the  said  Mercers'  Company  should 
think  fit."  I  do  not  think,  taking  this  clause  alU^^her, 
that  it  was  the  intention  to  make  the  company  at  all 
events  chargeable  for  the  payment  of  6/.  to  Christ's 
Hospital  and  the  Company  of  Barber  Surgeons,  but 
that  the  obvious  import  of  the  clause  was  this :  If  the 
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parties  are  evicted,  if  the  Mercers'  Company  are  ^^28. 
entirely  evicted  from  the  property,  they  are  to  be  THCMrmRY 
relieved  fh)m  all  liabiUty ;  and  if  there  shall  be  a  re-  ^'  "■*"" 
duction  of  the  rents,  then  in  the  first  instance  the  a«««w*» 
6i.  IS  at  all  events  to  be  paid  to  the  Baribers  Com- 
pany aiid  Christ's  Hospital,  and  the  surplus  above  6/. 
to  be  divided  among  the  other  objects  of  the  charity, 
rateably.  But  oa  a  supposition  which  it  was  not  very 
easy  to  make,  that  the  rents  should  be  reduced  below 
the  6/. :  it  was  never  intended,  as  I  conceive,  on  the 
&ir  construction  of  this  instrument,  that  the  Mercers' 
Company  would  be  bound  to  pay  the  6/.  to  the 
Barbere'  Company  and  Christ's  Hospital,  but  only  so 
much  as  they  should  receive.  I  apprehend  that  the 
ailment  built  upon  the  interpretation  of  this  clause, 
putting  that  interpretation  upon  it,  which  it  was  sup- 
posed at  the  bar  to  bear,  cannot  be  supported,  and 
therefore  that  this  case  &lls  precisely  witliin  the  prin- 
ciple of  the  former  decision,  and  therefore  I  recom- 
TQeud  to  your  Lordships  that  this  Judgment  also 
should  be  affirmed. 


Judgment  affirmed. 
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»^I^^«  ENGLAND. 


HARE 

and  Others. 


(court  of  EXGHBQUER.) 

Hannah  Rusgombe  .     .    -     -    -     Appellant 

Richard  Hare,  Mary  Ruscombb, 

William  Long,   and  Richard^  ^^^wmdteiiii. 
Meade    ------- 

N.  being  intitled  to  certain  lands  as  issue  in  tail,  convejrs  th( 
in  1749  by  lease  and  release  to  a  mortgagee  in  fee  to 
800/.  borrowed,  and  IcTies  a  6ne  of  the  lands  pursuant  to 
covenant  for  the  purpose  of  perfecting  the  security.      In  170B 
N.  borrows  450/.,  and  charges  it  upon  the  same  lands  by  deed- 
poll.     N.  died  in  1764,  leaving  the  charge  upon  the  lands  of 
the  aggregate  sum  of  1,250/.,  with  an  arrcar  of  interest,  and  he 
by  his  will  devised  all  his  lands  to  M.  his  wife.     In  1700,  M. 
having  married  A.  B.,  they  by  lease  and  rele&se  reciting  the 
mortgage,  and  that  A.  B.  had  paid  the  interest,  grant  and  cob* 
firm  the  mortgaged  lands  to  the  mortgagee,  reserving  the  eqoitf 
of  redemption  to  A*.  B.,  his  heirs,  &c.     By  a  deed  in  1781^ 
300/.,  an  aiTear  of  interest,  is  added  to  the  principal,  and  the 
aggregate  sum  of  1,550/.   is  charged  on  the  lands,  subject 
to  redemption  as  by   the  former  deed.     M.    died   in   179^ 
leaving  R.  H.,  a  son  by  the  first  husband,  her  heir  at  law.    Is 
1797  A.  B.  sold  part  of  the  mortgaged  lands,  and  in  conside- 
ration of  2,000/.  principal  and  interest,  paid  to  the  mortgagee, 
and  600/.  paid  to  A.  B.,  he  and  the  mortgagee  conveyed  such 
part  of  the  lands  to  R.  R.,  the  purchaser.     The  rest  of  the  Isndi 
was  conveyed  by  the  mortgagee  to  A.  B.  who  died  iu  1709» 
Under  these  circumstances  the  heir  at  law  of  M.  filed  a  bill  is 
the  Exchequer  to  redeem  the  lands,  and  the  court  decreed  that 
he  was  intitled  to  redeem  on  payment  of  the  principal  money 
due  upon  the  mortgage,  and  interest  calculated  from  the  6mA 
of  A.  B.    Upon  appeal  to  the  House  of  Lords  from  this  decree, 
it  was  declared  that  R.  H.,  as  heir  at  law  of  M.,  was  intilledy 
notwithstanding  the  proviso  for  redemption  reserved  to  A.  B.  by 
the  deed  made  between  him  and  the  mortgagee,  to  redeem  the 
lands  **  on  payment  of  the  principal  money  and  interest,  diu 
at  the  death  of  M.  on  the  aggregate  sum  of  1,250/.     Such  m- 
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ierett  4o  be  computed  according  to  the  proviso  in  the  inden--         ^^' 
ture  of  release  and  mortgage,'^     A.  B.,  being    intitled  in 
equity  to  have  the  interest  due  at  the  death  of  his  wife  added  ». 

to  the  principal,  and  considered  as  an  aggregate  sum  with  the  m^^hen. 
principal,  A.  B.  and  M.  his  wife  not  being  bound  to  keep  down 
the  interest  during  her  life  tor  the  benefit  of  her  heir  at  law,  &c 
and  that  an  account  should  be  taken  of  what  was  due  for  prin- 
cipal and  interest  on  the  mortgage  at  the  death  of  M.  The 
decree  of  the  Exchequer  being  varied  according  to  this  order, 
it  was  referred  to  the  Master  to  take  the  accounts  so  directed, 
and  it  appeared  in  evidence  before  him  that  A.  B.  and  M.  his 
wife,  during  her  life,  paid  to  the  mortgagee,  on  account  ef  inte- 
rest, 1,500/.  i  that  the  Master  in  his  report  did  not  include  this 
sum,  but  reported  that  there  was  due  upon  this  account  for 
principal  1,250/.  and  for  interest  at  the  death'of  M.  280/.  9«.  2d, 
On  this  ground  exceptions  were  taken  to  the  report,  which 
being  in  this  respect  confirmed,  and  a  decree  made  upon  farther 
directions  accordingly,  a  farther  appeal  was  presented  to  the 
House  of  Lords. 
But  the  decree  was  affirmed,  the  House  being  of  opinion  that  the 
representative  of  the  husband  was  not  intitled,  as  against  the 
heir  of  the  wife,  to  an  allowance  of  interest  actually  paid  by  the 
husband  during  the  life  of  his  wife,  and  that  the  former  order 
of  the  House,  directing  the  account  of  interest  due  on  the 
mortgage  at  the  death  of  M.  meant  interest  actually  due. 

By  a  will,  made  in  the  year  1724,  Nicholas  Hare 
devised  the  lands  in  question  in  this  cause  to  his  son 
Nicholas  Hare  for  99  years,  if  he  should  so  long  live ; 
and  after  the  determination  of  that  estate,  unto  the 
issue  of  the  body  of  that  son,  lawfully  begotten,  with 
remainders  over. 

Nicholas  Hare,  the  son,  entered  upon  the  lands,  and 
continued  in  possession  till  he  died  intestate,  where- 
upon his  son,  Nicholas  Hare,  who  was  the  grandson 
of  the  first  named  Nicholas  Hare,  became  possessed 
of,  and  intitled  to  the  lands.  By  indentures  of  lease 
and  release  dated  the  1st  and  2nd  days  of  March,  1T49, 
the  release  being  made  between  Nicholas  Hare  the 
grandson,  on  the  one  part,  and  William  House  of  the 
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Other  part,  Nicholas  Hare,  in  consideration  of  800/. 
paid  to  him  by  William  House,  conveyed  unto  the  said 
William  House,  his  heirs  and  assigns,  all  and  singukr 
tlie  estates  devised  by  the  said  will,  as  also  other 
estates,  of  which  Nicholas  Hare  the  grandson  ivis 
seised  in  fee,  to  hold  the  same  unto  and  to  the  use  of 
William  House,  his  heirs  and  assigns,  with  a  proviso 
for  redeeming  the  same  on  payment  of  the  sum  of  800/., 
with  interest  at  the  rate  of  4/.  6s.  per  c^t.  per  aUMUD, 
which  William  House  agreed  to  accept  in  Heu  of  5/. 
per  cent,  per  annum,  in  case  of  punctual  payment ; 
and  Nicholas  Hare  covenanted  with  William  House 
to  levy  a  fine  of  tlie'estates,  which  was  afterwards  daly 
levied  accordingly. 

In  a  few  years  afterwards  Nicholas  Hare  bont>wttl 
a  further  sum  of  450/.  from  William  House,  on  the 
security  of  the  same  estates,  and  in  order  to  perfect 
the  security,  Nicholas  Hare  executed  a  deed-poll,  dated 
the  1st  day  of  June,  17B2,  whereby  he  charged  all  the 
lands  with  the  payment  of  the  sum  of  460/.,  and  inte- 
rest at  the  rate  of  4/.  5s.  per  cent,  per  annum. 

Nicholas  Hare,  the  moitgagor,  never  redeemed  the 
lands,  but  died  in  the  year  IT 64,  having  by  his  will, 
dated  the  21st  of  June,  1757,  devised  all  his  fi-eehoM 
estates  and  lands  of  inheritance  whatsoever,  to  his 
wife  Mary  Hare,  her  heirs  and  assigns,  and  he  i^ 
pointed  her  sole  executrix  of  his  will,  and  slie  duly 
proved  the  same. 

In  the  year  1766,  Mary  Hare  intermarried  with 
Alexander  Bruford  the  elder,  and  Alexander  Bmfbrd 
the  elder,  and  his  wife,  were  in  the  possession  of  the 
mortgaged  estates  from  the  death  of  Nicholas  Hare^ 
the  mortgagor,  until  the  death  of  Mary  Bruford. 

In  the  year  1766  Alexander  Bruford  the  eldo*,  and 
Mary  his  wife,  executed  certain  indentures  of  lease 
and  release,  bearing  date  the  2d  and  3d  of  February, 
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1166,  which  were  made  between  Alexander  Brufiwd       1828. 
and  Mary  his  wife,  of  the  one  part,  and  WilUam    kvioombs 
House  of  the  other  part,  whereby,  after  reciting  the       J^^ 
indentures  of  lease  and  release  of  the  1st  and  2d  of    «dciii«r«. 
March,  1749,  and  the  deed-poll  of  the  1st  of  June, 
1762,  and  that  the  sums  of  800/.  and  460/.  thereby  se- 
cured, were  not  paid ;  and  after  also  reciting  the  death  of 
Nicholas  Hare,  and  his  will,  and  the  marriage  of  Mary 
Hare  with  Alexander  Bruford,  and  that  the  sums  of 
800/.  and  450/.  were  still  due,  but  that  all  the  interest 
had  been  paid  up  to  that  time  by  Alexander  Bru- 
ford ;  it  was  witnessed,  that  for  the  better  securing  the 
two  several  sums  of  800/.  and  450/.  unto  William  House, 
his  executors,  administrators,  and  assigns,  together 
with  interest  for  the  same,  as  therein  menticmed,  Alex- 
ander Bruford  and  Mary  his  wife  granted,  &c.  to 
William  House,  his  heirs  and  assigns,  all  the  estates, 
to  hold  the  estates  unto  and  to  the  use  of  William 
House,  his  heirs  and  assigns,  discharged  of  the  former 
proviso  for  redemption,  but  subject  to  the  proviso 
therein  contained,  viz.  that  in  case  Alexander  Bru- 
ford, his  executors,  administrators,  or  assigns  should 
pay  the  two  several  sums  of  800/.  and  450/.,  and  all 
interest  due  thereon,  at  the  time  therein  mentioned,  to 
William  House,    his  executors,    administrators,  or 
assigns,  clear  of  all  incumbrances,  the  said  William 
House,  his  heirs  or  assigns,  would  at  any  time  or 
times  thereafter,  at  the  request,  and  at  the  costs  and 
chaiges  in  the  law  of  Alexander  Bruford,  his  heirs  or 
assigns,  release  and  convey  the  messuages  or  tene- 
ments, lands,  and  premises  thereby  released,  to  the 
said  Alexander  Bruford,  his  heirs  and  assigns  for  ever, 
or  as  he.or  they  should  in  that  behalf  direct  or  appoint ; 
and  it  was  thereby  declared  and  agreed,  by  and  be- 
tween the  partis  thereto^  and  Atexander  Bruford  and 
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Mary  his  wife  did  jointly  and  separately  declare  and 
agree,  that  all  fines  and  recoveries,  conveyances,  and 
assurances  theretofore  made,  levied,  or  suffered  of  the 
said  premises,  and  particularly  a  fine  then  agreed  to 
be  levied,  and  which  Alexander  Bniford  covenanted 
for  himself  and  Mary  his  wife,  to  levy  to  William 
House,  his  heirs  and  assigns,  should  be  and  enure  to 
and  for  the  pmper  use  of  William  House,  his  heirs  and 
assigns,  subject  to  the  condition  of  redemption,  above 
mentioned. 

The  fine  was  afiterwanis  levied  according  to  the 
covenant,  and  Alexander  Bruford  executed  a  bond  to 
William  House,  as  a  collateral  security  for  the  due 
payment  of  the  said  mortgage  money. 

The  interest  on  the  mortgage  was  not  duly  paid, 
and  in  the  year  1T89  there  was  due  to  William  House, 
the  sum  of  300/.  for  interest  on  the  1,260/. ;  where- 
upon Alexander  Bruford  the  elder  and  William  House 
agreed  that  the  interest  should  be  added  to  the  prin- 
cipal sum,  and  that  a  further  mortgage  should  be 
made  to  secure  the  same,  and  that  accordingly  an  in* 
denture,  dated  the  3d  of  February,  1189,  was  made 
between  Alexander  Bruford  of  the  one  part,  and 
William  House  of  the  other  part,  whereby  it  was  wit- 
nessed, that  in  order  to  secure  the  two  sums  of  l,260i!. 
and  300/.,  making  together  1,550/.,  the  said  Alexander 
Bruford  did  grant,  release,  and  confirm  to  William 
House,  his  heirs  and  assigns,  all  the  aforesaid  estates, 
to  hold  the  same  in  fee,  subject  to  redemption,  on  pay- 
ment by  Alexander  Bruford,  his  heirs  or  assigns,  of 
the  principal  sum  of  1,550/.  with  interest. 

William  House,  the  mortgagee,  died  on  the  2l8t 
of  May,  1791,  leaving  his  son  William  House  Ms 
heir-at-law,  and  having  by  his  will  appointed  his  son 
his  sole  executor ;  William  House,  the  son,  pnyved 
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his  father's  will,  and  thereby  became  his  l^al  per-       1^^- 
sonal  representative.  micombb 

Mary  Brtiford,  the  wife  of  Alexander  Bruford  the 
elder,  died  in  the  year  1794,  leaving  Richard  Hare, 
her  only  child  by  her  first  husband,  Nicholas  Hare, 
her  heir-at-law,  Alexander  Bruford  the  elder,  her 
second  husband,  and  Alexander  Bruford,  her  eldest 
9oa  by  her  second  marriage. 

In  the  year  IT  97  Alexander  Bruford  the  eldcy 
agreed  with  Richard  Ruscombe  for  the  sale  to  him  of 
part  of  the  mortgaged  estates,  and  thereupon  inden- 
tures of  lease  and  release,,  bearing  date  respectively 
the  20th  and  21  st  of  June,  1797,  were  made  between 
William  House,  the  son  of  the  mortgagee,  of  the  first 
part,  Alexander  Bruford  of  the  second  part,  Richard 
Ruscombe  of  the  third  part,  and  William  Long  of  the 
fourth  part;  whereby  after  reciting,  amongst  other 
things,  that  upon  an  account  that  day  made  up  and 
fiurly  stated  by  and  between  Alexander  Bruford  the 
elder  and  William  House,  there  appeared  to  be  due 
and  owing  to  WiUiam  House,  for  principal  and  inte- 
rest, on  and  by  virtue  of  tlie  several  therein  recited 
securities,  the  fiiU  sum  of  2,000/. ;  it  was  witnessed, 
that  in  consideration  of  the  sum  of  2,000/.  to  the  said 
William  House,  paid  by  Richard  Ruscombe,  and  of 
the  fiurthar  sum  of  600/.  paid  by  Richard  Ruscombe 
to  Alexander  Bruford  the  elder,  William  House  re- 
leased and  conveyed,  and  Alexander  Bruford  the 
elder  granted,  ratified,  and  confirmed  unto  Richard 
Ruscombe  and  WiUiam  Long,  the  estates  and  pre- 
mises therein  particularly  described,  which  were  part 
of  the  mortgaged  estates,  to  hold  to  Richard  Rus- 
ocmibe  and  William  Long,  to  the  use  of  such  perscm, 
and  for  such  purpose,  as  Richard  Ruscombe  by  deed 
or  will  should  appoint ;  and  in  default  thereof,  to  the 
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use  of  William  Long,  his  heirs  and  assigns,  daring 
the  life  of  Richard  Ruscombe,  but  in  trust  for  Richard 
Ruscombe ;  and  after  the  detennination  of  that  estate, 
to  the  use  of  tlie  right  heirs  of  Richard  Ruscombe. 

Upon  the  execution  of  the  conveyance,  Richard 
Ruscombe  paid  his  purchase  money,  and  was  let  into 
possession  of  that  part  of  the  estate  which  was  so  pur- 
chased by  him,  and  he  continued  in  possession  thereof 
to  the  time  of  his  death. 

The  mortgage  to  William  House  was,  by  means  of 
the  2,000/.  paid  to  him,  fully  paid  off  and  satisfied, 
and  William  House  reconveyed  the  remainder  of  the 
estates  to  Alexander  Bruford  the  elder,  and  tlie  same 
was  held  and  enjoyed  by  Alexander  Bruford  the  elder 
during  the  remainder  of  his  life. 

Alexander  Bruford  the  elder  died  in  the  month  of 
May,  1T99,  having  by  his  will  appointed  his  sms, 
namely,  Alexander  Bruford,  who  was  his  heir-at-law, 
and  Francis  Bruford,  his  executors ;  and  he  also  de- 
vised to  them,  in  fee,  all  his  real  estates. 

Alexander  Bruford  and  Francis  Bruford  proved  the 
will  of  their  father,  and  on  his  death  entered  upon 
and  took  ])OSsession  of  the  remainder  of  the  mortgaged 
estates  so  reconveye<l  to  their  father  by  William  Hoose 
as  aforesaid,  and  they  continued  in  possession  thefeof 
at  the  time  when  the  present  suit  was  instituted  by 
Richard  Hare,  the  heir-at-law  of  Mary  Bruford. 

The  suit  was  instituted  in  the  Court  of  Exchequer 
in  Trinity  Term,  1800,  by  Richard  Hare,  against 
William  House,  Richard  Ruscombe,  Alexander  ftn- 
ford,  Francis  Bruford.  and  William  Long;  and  Wil- 
liam House  having  died,  the  suit  was  revived  againit 
Mary  Woodland,  his  heiress-at-law  and  executrix, 
and  Francis  Bruford  having  become  bankrupt,  a  sup- 
plemental bill  was  filed  against  William  Grray  and 
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John  Slade,  his  assignees,  and  the  original  bill  was  ^^^' 
amended;  and  by  the  bill  it  was  stated  to  the  eflfect  kumombb 
aforesaid,  and  that  Richard  Hare  was  entitled  to  the 
possession  of  the  estates,  subject  to  the  mortgages 
which  affected  the  same,  and  therefore  prayed  that 
the  usual  accounts  might  be  taken,  and  that  upon 
payment  by  the  said  Richard  Hare  of  what  should  be 
.  found  due  to  the  said  William  House  upon  taking 
die  accounts,  Richard  Hare  might  be  at  liberty  to 
redeem  the  premises ;  and  that  William  House,  and 
all  necessary  parties  might  be  decreed  to  convey  the 
premises  to  Richard  Hare,  and  to  deliver  to  him  the 
possession  thereof,  and  of  all  deeds,  papers,  and  wri* 
tings  relating  thereto. 

Alexander  Bruford  and  Francis  Bruford,  by  their 
answer,  submitted,  that  under  the  several  assurances 
and  transactions  therein  stated,  the  mortgaged  es- 
tates absolutely  vested  in  their  father,  Alexander  Bru- 
ford the  eld^,  in  fee,  subject  only  to  the  payment  of 
what  was  due  on  the  mortgage  to  WilHam  House, 
and  they  respectively  claimed  to  be  entitled  to  the 
absohite  fee  simple  and  inheritance,  as  tenants  in 
common,  of  all  such  part  of  the  estates  and  premises 
contained  in  the  indentures  of  the  1st  and  2d  March, 
1T49,  as  had  not  been  purchased  by  and  conveyed  to 
Richard  Ruscombe. 

Richard  RuscomI)e,  by  his  answer,  set  forth  his 
purchase  deed,  and  claimed  to  be  entitled  in  fee  to  the 
estate  and  premises  therein  conveyed,  as  a  purchaser 
for  a  valuable  OKisideration,  without  notice  of  Ri- 
chard Harems  alleged  title  or  claim. 
.  William  Long,  by  his  answer,  stated  that  he  was 
Mised  of  the  estate  sold  to  the  Appellant  Richard 
Ruscombe,  as  his  trustee  only ;  and  that  he  had  not 

any  beneficial  interest  therein. 
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RuicoMBB  swered  the  bilK  the  answers  were  replied  to,  and  the 
cause  was  heard  on  the  17th  of  December,  1813 ;  and 
by  the  decree  which  bore  date  the  2d  of  July,  1814, 
(being  then  passed  and  entered,)  it  was  declared  that 
Richard  Hare  was  entitled  to  redeem  the  estates,  and 
such  accounts  as  therein  mentioned  ware  directed  to 
be  taken.  In  the  directions  for  taking  such  accomiiB 
no  interest  was  directed  to  be  allowed  to  Richard 
Ruscombe  upon  the  mortgage,  prior  to  the  death  of 
Alexander  Bruford  the  elder. 

From  this  decree  Richard  Ruscombe  and  Alex- 
ander Bruford  appealed  to  the  House  of  Lords,  pny- 
ing  that  the  decree  might  be  reversed,  and  submitted 
that  if  the  same  ought  not  to  be  wholly  reversed,  yet 
tliat  the  same  should  be  varied,  because,  at  the  deiA 
of  Alexander  Bruford  the  elder,  no  interest  had  been 
paid  upon  the  mortgage  for  many  years,  whieh 
amounted  in  the  year  1797,  together  with  the  prind* 
pal  money,  to  the  sum  of  2,000/.,  as  appeared  by  die 
deeds  of  the  20th  and  2l6t  of  June,  1797;  whereas 
by  the  decree  no  interest  was  allowed  to  Richard 
Ruscombe  upon  the  mortgage,  prior  to  the  death  of 
Alexander  Bruford. 

Pending  the  appeal  Richard  Ruscombe  died,  hav- 
ing made  his  will,  whereby  he  devised  all  his  estate! 
to  William  Long  and  Richard  Meade,  in  trust  fcr 
Hannah  Ruscombe  his  widow,  and  Mary  Rusoooibe 
his  daughter;  and  he  appointed  Hannah  RusoonAe 
his  sole  executrix  and  residuary  legatee^  who  proved 
rthe  will ;  and  upon  the  petition  of  Alexander  Bra- 
ford,  William  Long,  Richard  Meade,  Hannah  Raa- 
Gombe,  and  Mary  Ruscombe,  the  appeal  being  revived, 
it  was  heard  on  the  23d  of  June,  1817,  and  the  Ctli 
of  Februar}%  1818 ;  and  by  an  order  of  the  House  of ' 
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Lords,  dated  the  9th  of  June,  1818,  it  was  ordered       ld^< 
and  adjudged  that  the  decree  of  the  Court  of  Exche-    ruicombb 
quer  should  be  varied  as  therein  mentioned ;  and  that      ,^^^, 
it  should  be  referred  back  to  the  court,  to  review  the    ■^•«*»«- 
decree,  and  to  vary  the  same  accordingly,  and  to 
make  such  further  order  as  should  be  consistent  there- 
with, and  as  the  nature  and  circumstances  of  the  case> 
and  the  deaths  of  parties  might  require. 

In  pursuance  of  the  order  of  the  House  of  Lords, 
and  by  an  order  of  the  Court  of  Exchequer,  dated  the 
2Tth  of  February,  1819,  it  was  ordered,  that  the  said 
order  of  the  House  of  Lords  should  be  incorporated 
in  the  decree,  and  the  decree  varied  accordingly.  By 
the  decree  so  varied,  it  was  declared  that  the  Plaintiff 
Richard  Hare,  as  the  heir-at-law  of  Mary,  his  late 
mother,  by  Nicholas  Hare,  her  first  husband,  became 
entitled  in  equity,  upon  the  death  of  his  mother,  to 
retain  the  estates  in  questicm,  subject  to  the  interest 
for  life  therein,  of  Alexander  Bruford  the  elder,  deceas* 
ed,  her  second  husband,  notwithstanding  the  words  of 
the  proviso  for  redemption,  contained  in  the  inden- 
ture of  release  and  mortgage  of  the  3d  of  February,, 
1766,  in  the  pleadings  mentioned,  made  between 
Alexander  Bruford  the  elder,  deceased,  and  Mary^ 
then  his  wife,  of  the  one  part,  and  William  House, 
deceased,  of  the  other  part,  upon  payment  of  the 
principal  money  and  interest,  due  at  the  death  of  the 
said  Mary,  on  the  principal  sums  of  800/.  and  450/. 
making  together  the  sum  of  1 ,260/.  in  the  indenture 
of  release  and  mortgage  mentioned,  such  interest  to 
be  computed  according  to  the  proviso  in  the  inden- 
ture of  release  and  mortgage,  Alexander  Bruford  the 
elder  being  entitled  in  equity  to  have  the  interest  due 
at  the  death  of  his  wife,  added  to  the  principal,  the 
said  Alexander  Bruford  and  Mary  his  wife  not  being 
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^^-      bound  to  keep  clown  the  interest  during  her  kle  for 
the  benefit  of  her  heir-at-law:  And  it  wad  further 
declared  that  Alexander  Bruford  the  elder,  08  teBant 
by  the  courtesy,  was  bound  to  keep  down  the  intereHt 
of  such  aggr^ate  sum  out  of  the  rents  and-  pn^ta  of 
the  estates,  which  afterwards  accrued  during  his  life; 
and  that  the  Defendant  Richard  Ruscombe  having 
purchased  part  of  the  estates,  and  out  of  the  purchaK 
money  paid  the  principal  and  interest  on  the  mortgage, 
was  entitled  to  stand  as  mortgagee  of  the  part  of  the 
estates  conveyed  to  him  for  the  aggregate  sum  of 
principal  and  interest,  due  at  die  death  of  Mary,  asaa 
aggregate  principal  sum,  which  Alexander  Brufixd 
the  elder  had  a  right  to  have  charged  on  the  mort- 
gaged estates ;  but  that  the  Defendant  Richard  Rui- 
combe,  st?.nding  as  a  purchaser  in  the  place  of  Alex- 
ander Bruford,  who  was  entitled  to  the  whole  of  the 
estates  for  his  life,  as  tenant  by  the  courtesy,  ¥M 
bound  to  keep  down  the  interest  of  such  aggregate 
sum,  during  the  life  of  Alexander  Bruford  the  ekldr» 
so  far  as  the  rents  and  profits  of  the  estates  oonv^ed 
to  him,  and  accrued  during  that  time,  would  extend : 
And  it  was  by  the  decree  referred  to  the  Deputy  Re- 
membrancer of  the  Court,  to  take  an  account  of  what 
was  due  to  the  Defendant  Richard  Ruscombe  for  prin? 
cipal  and  interest,  on  the  indenture  of  release  and 
mortgage  of  the  3d  of  February,  1766,  in  the  plesd- 
ings  mentioned,  at  the  death  of  Mary  Bruford  :  audit 
was  ordered  that  the  sum  so  due  to  the  Defendaot 
Richard  Ruscombe,  for  principal  and  interest,  at  the 
death  of  Mary  Bruford,  should  form  an  a^regate 
sum  chargeable  on  the  estates,  by  virtue  of  the  hst- 
meutioned  indenture  of  mortgage.     It  was  also  refer- 
red to  the  Deputy  Remembrancer  to  take  an  account 
of  what  was  then  due  for  interest  on  such  aggregate 
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sum,  computing  such  interest  from  the  death  of  Mary     y}^J 
Bniford,  according  to  the  rate  of  interest  provided  by    rumombk 
the  last^-mentioned  indenture  of  mortgage :  And  the 
Deputy  Remembrancer  was  also  to  take  an  account 
of  what  (if  any  thing)  had  been  paid,  laid  out,  or 
expended  by  die  Defendant  Richard  Ruscombe,  in 
his  lifetime,  or  by  Hannah  Ruscombe  i^ce  his  de- 
oease^  for  necessary  repairs  and  lasting  improvements 
in  and  upon  the  mortgaged  premises,  and  to  tax  the 
Defendant  Hannah  Ruscombe,  and  her  late  husband 
Richard  Ruscombe,  their  costs  of  this  suit,  except 
such  parts  of  the  costs  as  related  tb,  or  had  been  oc- 
casioned by,  the  Defendant  Richard  Ruscombe,  insist- 
ing upon  being  a  purchaser  of  the  estates  for  a  va^ 
luable  oxisideration :  And  theDeputy  Remembrancer 
was  also  to  take  an  account  of  the  rents  and  profits 
of  part  of  the  estates  conveyed  to.  Richard  Ruscombe^ 
and  received  by  him  in  his  lifetime,  or  by  Hannah 
Ruscombe  since  his  decease,  or  which,  without  their 
wilful  default,  might  have  been  received  after  the 
death  of  Mary  Biniford:  and  if  it  should  appear  that 
such  part  of  the  rents  and  profits,  as  accrued  due 
during  the  lifetime  of  Alexander  Bruford  the  elder, 
and  received  by  Richard  Ruscombe,  after  allowances 
for  repairs  and  improvements,  exceeded  the  interest  of 
the  aggregate  sum  computed  from  the  death  of  Mary 
Bruford  to  the  death  of  Alexander  Bruford  the  elder, 
it  was  declared  that  Richard  Ruscombe  was  entitled,  to 
retain  such  excess,  as  standing  in  the  place  of  Alexan- 
der Bruford  the  elder ;  but  if  such  last-mentioned  renta 
and  profits,  after  such  allowance  as  aforesaid,  should 
appear  not  to  have  been  sufficient  to  keep  down  the  in- 
terest which  accrued  during  the  same  time  on  such  ag- 
gr^ate  sum,  then  the  court  declared  that  Richard  Rus? 
combe  was  entiUed  to  stand  as  a  creditor  on  the  part 
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of  the  estates  so  conveyed  to  him  for  the  diflTereiice, 
such  difference  to  be  paid  out  of  the  future  reutB  and 
profits  of  such  part  of  the  estates  which  were  received 
by  him :  And  for  that  purpose  it  was  further  ordered, 
tliat  it  should  also  be  refeired  to  the  Deputy  Remem- 
brancer to  take  distinct  accounts,  as  against  Ricbud 
Ruscombe,  on  the  interest  of  the  aggr^ate  amount 
of  principal  and  interest  due  at  the  death  of  Maiy 
Bruford,  from  the  time  of  her  death  to  the  death  of 
Alexander  Bruford  the  elder :  and  also  of  the  rents 
and  profits  which  accrued  due  in  the  lifetime  of  Alei- 
ander  Bruford,  after  the  death  of  Mary    Bmfiinli 
received  by  Richard  Ruscombe ;  and  if  such  rents 
and  profits,  after  the  allowances  aforesaid^   shooU 
appear  not  to  have  been  sufficient  to  keep  down  the 
interest  of  such  aggregate  sum  during  the  life  of  Alex- 
ander Bruford  the  elder,  then  the  Deputy  Remem- 
brancer was  to  carry  the  deficiency  to  the  account  of 
the  rents  and  profits  received  by  Richard  Ruscombe 
after  the  death  of  Alexander  Bruford  the  elder,  and 
to  add  the  same  to  the  interest  which  accrued  due  on 
the  aggregate  sums  after  his  death ;    and  it  was  for- 
tlier  ordered  that  the  rents  and  profits,  which  accrued 
after  the  death  of  Alexander  Bruford  the  elder,  shoold 
be  applied,  by  the  said  Deputy  Remembrancer,  first, 
in  payment  of  the  deficiency  (if  any)  of  the  rents  and 
profits  accrued  in  the  lifetime' of  Alexander  Bruford 
the  elder,  to  pay  the  interest  accrued  in  his  lifistime 
as  aforesaid :  and  after  such  application,  or  in  case 
there  should  be  no  such  deficiency,  then  in  the  dis- 
charge of  the  interest  of  the  aggregate  sum  accrued 
after  the  death  of  the  said  Alexander  Bruford  the 
elder;   and  that  the  Deputy  Remembrancer  should 
ascertain  the  balance  due  to  or  from  Richard  Rus- 
combe accordingly ;  and  that  the  rents  and  profits 
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from  time  to  time  accrued  after  the  death  of  Alex-  l®28. 
ander  Braford  the  elder,  should  be  applied  by  the 
Deputy  Remembrancer,  first,  to  keep  down  the  inte- 
rest, and  then  to  diminish  the  principal  of  such  a^re- 
gate  sum ;  and  in  taking  the  said  accounts,  the  De- 
puty Remembrancer  was  to  make  such  annual  rests 
as  he  should  think  fit ;  and  he  was  to  appoint  a  time 
and  place  for  payment  by  the  said  Plaintiff  to  the  said 
Defendant  Hannah  Ruscombe,  of  what  he  should  find 
to  be  due  to  the  said  Hannah  Rusc(»nbe,  upon  taking 
the  aforesaid  accounts ;  and  it  was  further  ordered  by 
the  court,  that  in  default  of  payment  by  the  Plaintiff, 
of  what  the  Deputy-Remembrancer  should  find  to  be 
due  to  the  Defendant  Hannah  Ruscombe  as  aforesaid, 
the  Plaintiff's  bills  should  be,  and  they  were  thereby 
dismissed  out  of  the  said  court,  so  fkr  as  they  re- 
garded the  Defendant  Hannah,  and  the  late  Ddend- 
ant  Richard  Ruscombe,  with  costs,  to  be  taxed  by 
the  Deputy  Remembrancer,  to  whom  it  was  thereby 
referred  to  tax  the  same  accordingly ;  and  it  was 
further  ordered  and  decreed  by  the  court,  that  upon 
payment  of  what  (if  any  thing)  should  appear  to  be 
due  to  Hannah  Ruscombe  on  the  account  so  to  be 
taken,  together  with  her  and  Ricliard  Ruscombe's 
costs  as  before  directed ;  or  if  it  should  appear  that 
Hannah  Ruscombe  had  been  over  paid,  according  to 
the  manner  of  taking  the  accounts  before  directed, 
then  that  Hannah  Ruscombe,  and  all  proper  parties, 
should  convey  the  mortgaged  premises,  so  conveyed 
to  Richard  Ruscombe  as  therein  mentioned,  to  Rich- 
ard Hare,  and  his  heirs,  or  as  he  should  appoint, 
freed  from  any  charges  or  incumbrances,  made,  done, 
or  suffered  by  Richard  Ruscombe,  or  any  person  or 
persons  claiming  by,  from,  or  under  him,  such  c(m- 
veyance  to  be  settled  by  the  Deputy  Remembrancer^ 
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in  case  the  pailies  diflfered  about  the  same ;    and  that 
Hannah  Ruscombe  should  pay  to  Richard  Hare,  the 
balance  (if  any)    of  the    rents   and  profits   which 
should  be  found  to  be  due  to  her,  according  to  the 
accounts  before  directed  to  be  taken ;   and  the  De- 
fendants were  to  deliver  up  to  the  Plaintiff  Richard 
Hare^  or  as  he  should  direct,  upon  oath,  all   deeds, 
evidences,  and  writings  in  their,  or  any  or  either  of 
their  custody  or  power,  relating  to  the  mortgaged 
premises,  so  to  be  conveyed  to  them :  and  the  decree 
contained  such  further  directions  as  therein  mention- 
ed, in  relation  to  the  part  of  the  said  estates  which 
was  not  sold  to  the  said  Richard  Ruscombe. 

By  die  evidence  produced  before  the  Master,  to 
whom  the  reference  mentioned  in   the  decree  was 
transferred,  it  appeared  that  Mary  Bruford  died  oa 
the  3d  of  September,  1794 ;  and  that,  at  the  time  of 
her  death,  the  principal  sum  of  1,250/.  remained  due 
on  the  mortgage ;  and  the  sum  of  286/.  9«.  2d.  for 
interest  thereon,  was  due  and  unpaid  to  the  mort- 
gagee :   but  that  all  interest  thereon,  except  the  sum 
of  286/.  ds.  2d.y  had  been  paid ;  and  that  Alexander 
liruford  the  elder  had  paid  interest  to  the  amount  of 
1,500/.;    and  thereupon  it  was  claimed,  on  the  part 
of  Hannah  Ruscombe,  as  representing  Richard  Rus- 
combe, the  purchaser,  that  the  mortgage  money,  or 
sum  of  1,250/.,  together  with  the  sum  of  1,500/. 
iuterest  thereon,  paid  by   Alexander  Bruford  the 
elder,  and  the  further  sum  of  286/.  9s.  2d.  interest, 
due  at  the  death  of  Mary  Bruford,  ought  to  form  the 
aggregate  sum,  on  the  payment  of  which,  with  inte- 
rest from  the  death  of  JVIary  Bruford,  the  plaintiff  was 
declared  to  be  entided  to  redeem  the  premises.     But 
the  Master  did  not  admit  such  claim;  but,   by  his 
report,  dated  the  2d  of  March,  1825,  found  that»  at 
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Uie  deadi  of  Mary  Bruford,  there  was  due  on  the 
mortgage,  for  principal  money,  the  sum  of  1,250/., 
and  for  interest,  the  sum  of  286/.  9^.  2d.,  making  an 
aggr^ate  sum  of  1,636/.  98,  2d.j  on  which  he  calcu- 
lated interest  as  in  his  report  mentioned ;  and  upon 
such  computation,  and  making  such  several  allow- 
ances as  in  his  report  mentioned,  he  found  that,  on 
the  2d  of  September,  1825,  the  principal  money 
and  interest  due  on  the  mortgage  would  be  reduced 
to  the  sum  of  214/.  10s.  4c/.,  which,  being  added  to 
175/.  6s.  bd.  allowed  for  costs,  made  the  sum  of 
389/.  16^.  9c/.,  which  he  appointed  to  be  paid  by  the 
plaintiff  to  Hannah  Ruscombe. 

The  Defendant,  Hannah  Ruscombe,  took  six  excep- 
tions to  the  report ;  the  first  exception  was  to  the  fol- 
lowing effect,  viz. : — ^For  that  the  Master  had,  by  his 
rqxHt,  stated,  that  at  the  death  of  Mary  Bruford,  there 
was  due,  for  principal  money  on  the  indentui'es  of 
lease  and  release,  and  mortgage  of  the  3d  of  Febru- 
ary, 1766,  the  sum  of  1,250/.,  and  for  interest  thereon 
to  that  time,  the  sum  of  286/.  9s.  2d. ;  whereas  it  was 
declared  by  the  decree  in  the  causes  bearing  date  the 
17th  of  December,  1813,  as  varied  by  an  order  of  the 
court,  bearing  date  the  27th  of  February,  1819,  that 
Alexander  Bruford  the  elder,  and  Mary  his  wife,  were 
not  bound  to  keep  down  the  interest  of  the  mortgage 
during  her  life  for  the  benefit  of  her  heir-at-law :  And 
it  was  in  evidence  before  the  Master  that  Alexander 
Bruford,  and  Mary  his  wife,  did,  during  her  life, 
make  divers  payments  to  the  mortgagee,  on  account 
of  the  interest  of  the  said  mortgage,  to  the  amount 
in  the  whole  of  the  sum  of  1,500/.;  in  respect 
whereof,  and  as  against  the  heir  of  the  mortgagor, 
Alexander  Bruford  the  elder  was  entitled  to  stand  in 
the  place  of  the  mortgagee ;  and  the  Master  ought 
therefilfre  to  have  found,  and  stated  in  his  rqport, 
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that  at  the  death  of  Mary  Brufiird  there  was  doe 
to  Alexander  Bruford,  for  interest  on  the  mortgage,  not 
only  the  sum  of  286/.  98.  2d.j  but  also  the  further 
sum  of  1,500/. ;  and  that  the  principal  money  and 
interest,  due  on  the  mortgage  at  the  death  of  Maiy 
Bruford,  made  an  aggregate  sum  of  3,0362.  9s.  2d. 

By  the  second  exception,  objection  was  taken  to  the 
Master  8  report  in  respect  of  the  computations  he  hid 
made,  upon  die  footing  that  no  more  than  286/.  9s.  2d. 
was  due  for  interest  on  the  mortgage  at  the  death  of 
Mary  Brutbrd. 

The  fifth  exception  was  as  foUows : — ^For  that  the 
Master  hath,  by  his  report,  stated  that  he  hath  pro- 
ceeded to  calculate  interest  on  the  aggregate  aam  of 
1,536/.  9^.  2d.  accrued  subsequent  to  the  death  of 
Alexander  Bruford  the  elder,  down  to  the  date  of  )m 
report ;  and  that  by  making  such  application  as  thraein 
mentioned  of  tlic  i*ents  and  profits  of  the  estate,  and 
making  such  rests  as  therein  mentioned,  he  found  thit 
the  principal  money  due  on  the  mortgage^  after  satis- 
faction of  all  interest  accrued  in  respect  theieo( 
would,  on  the  2d  of  September,  1825,  six  months  from 
the  date  of  his  report,  have  been  reduced  to  the  sum 
of  214/.  10^.  4d.;  whereas  the  Master  ought  to  have 
calculated  interest  on  the  aggr^ate  sum  of  3,036/. 
9s.  2d.  J  and  to  have  found  that  after  applying  the 
rents  and  profits  of  the  estate  as  directed  by  the  de- 
cree, there  would,  on  the  2d  of  September,  1826,  be 
due  for  principal  money  and  interest  on  the  mortgage 
die  sum  of  5,264/.  Ss.  T  J. 

The  exceptions  were  heard  before  the  Lord  Chief 
Baron  of  the  Court  of  Exchequer  on  the  13th  of  July, 
1825 ;  and  his  Lordship  was  thereupon  pleased  to 
order  that  the  first,  second,  and  sixdi  of  the  excep- 
tions should  be,  and  the  same  were  accordingly  over^ 
ruled ;  and  that  it  should  be  referred  back  to  die  said 
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Master  to  review  his  report,  so  far  as  the  third  and      ^^^• 
fifth  of  the  said  exceptions  had  relation  thereto ;  and    rumokbv 
that  the  fourth  exception  should  be  allowed. 

The  MastCT  made  his  further  report  on  the  24th  of 
April,  1826;  and  therein  again  found,  that  on  the 
death  of  Mary  Bruford  there  was  due  on  the  mort- 
gage, for  principal  money,  the  sum  of  1,250/.,  and 
for  interest  the  sum  of  286/.  9^.  2d.^  making  an 
aggregate  sum  of  1,636/.  9s.  2d. ;  on  which  he  pro- 
ceeded to  compute  interest,  without  allowing  any 
thing  for  the  interest  of  the  mortgage  debt,  which  had 
been  voluntarily  paid  by  Alexander  Bruford  the  elder, 
in  the  lifetime  of  his  wife ;  and  by  making  such  allow- 
ance as  in  the  report  mentioned,  he  found,  that  on  the 
24th  of  Ckrtober,  1826,  the  principal  money  due 
on  the  mortgage  would  be  reduced  to  the  sum  of 
602/.  10s.2d.y  which  being  added  to  the  sum  of.lT5/. 
6«.  6d.  allowed  for  costs,  amounted  to  the  sum  of  TT7/. 
16«.  Id.y  which  he  appointed  to  be  paid  by  the  Plain- 
tiff to  Hannah  Ruscombe  on  the  24th  of  October. 

On  the  1st  of  June,  1826,  the  cause  came  on  to  be 
further  heard,  oa  the  coming  in  of  the  reports,  before 
the  Lord  Chief  Baron,  who  thereupon  ordered  that 
the  report  dated  the  2d  of  March,  1825,  except  so  far 
as  the  third,  fourth^  and  fifth  of  the  exceptions  taken 
to  the  same  had  relation  thereto,  and  that  die  report  of 
the  24th  of  April  should  be  confirmed :  And  it  was  fur- 
ther ordered  and  decreed  by  the  court,  that  it  should 
be,  and  it  was  thereby  referred  to  the  .Master,  to  tax 
the  Defendant  Hannah  Ruscombe  her  costs  of  the  suit, 
incurred  subsequent  to  the  last  taxation ;  and  also  to 
tax  the  Defendant  William  Long  his  costs  of  that 
day's  appearance :  And  it  was  thereby  also  referred 
to  the  Master  to  appoiat  a  time  and  place  for  the  pay- 
ment of  tDch  taxed  coats  a6  th^inafter  directed,  and 
for  the  other  purposes  thereinafter  menticmed :  And  it 
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was  thereby  also  referred  to  the  Master,    to  carry 
on  the  account  of  interest  on  the  indenture  of  re- 
lease and  mortgage  of  the  3d  of  February,  1766,  in 
the  pleadings  mentioned ;  and  of  the  rents  and  profits 
of  the  mortgaged  premises  in  the  pleadings    men- 
tioned, conveyed  to  the  late  Defendant  Richard  Rus- 
combe,  up  to  the  time  to  be  appointed  by  him  :  And 
it  was  further  ordered  by  the  court,  that  the  Plaintiff 
Richard  Hare  should,  at  such  time  and  place  as  the 
Master  should  appoint,  pay  to  the  Defendant  Hannah 
Ruscombe,  as  the  personal  representative  of  the  late 
Defendant  Richard  Ruscombe  what  the  Master  shooM 
find  to  be  due  in  respect  of  principal  and  interest  on 
the  mortgage  at  the  time  so  to  be  appointed  by  him, 
together  with  the  sum  of  1T5/.  6«.  bd.  taxed  and  al- 
lowed by  the  Master,  by  his  I'ejKnrtof  the  2d  of  March, 
1825,   for  the  costs  of  this  suit,  of  the  Defendant 
Hannah  Ruscombe,  together  with  the  siun  of  26/. 
1 7^.  4d.  taxed  and  allowed  by  the  Master,  by  his  re- 
port of  the  24th  of  April,  1826,  for  the  subsequmt 
costs  of  Hannah  Ruscombe,  together  also  with  the 
amount  which  tlio  Master  should  allow  to  tlie  last- 
named  Defendant  for  her  costs  incurred  subsequent  to 
the  last  taxation,  and  directed  to  be  taxed  as  afore- 
said ;  and  that  the  Plaintiff  Richard  Ruscombe,  should 
|)ay  the  amount  which  the  Master  should  allow  for  the 
taxed  costs  of  the  Defendant  William  Long  of  ap- 
pearing upon  the  hearing,  to  the  Defendant  William 
Long,  or  to  Mr.  Bryan  Holme,  his  solicitor :  And  it 
was  further  oi-dered  and  decreed  by  the  court,  that  the 
Defendant  Hannah  Ruscombe  and  the  several  other 
parties  to  these  suits,  who  appeared  to  have  any  inte- 
rest in  the  mortgaged  premises  conveyed  to  the  late 
Defendant  Richard  Ruscombe,  as  in  the  pleadings  of 
these  causes  mentioned,  at  the  time  and  place  so  to 
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be  appointed  by  the  Master^  as  thereinbefore  directed, 
should  convey  the  mortgaged  premises  to  the  Plain- 
tifT  Richard  Hare,  and  his  heirs,  or  as  he  should  ap- 
point, free  and  clear  of  and  from  any  chaises  or  in- 
cumbrances made,  done,  or  suffered  by  Richard  Rus- 
combe,  or  by  any  person  or  persons  claiming  by, 
from,  or  under  him :  And  it  was  thereby  referred  to 
the  Master  to  settle  such  conveyance,  in  case  the  jiar- 
ties  differed  in  settling  the  same :  And  it  was  further 
ordered  and  decreed  by  the  court,  that  the  Defend- 
ants, at  the  time  and  place  so  to  be  appointed  by  the 
Master  as  aforesaid,  should  deliver  up  to  Richard 
Hare,  or  as  he  should  direct,  upon  oath,  all  deeds, 
evidences,  and  writing's  in  their,  or  any  or  either  of 
their  custody  or  power,  relating  to  the  said  mortgaged 
estate  and  premises,  or  any  part  thereof:  And  it  was 
further  ordered,  to  the  effect  in  the  decree  mentioned, 
in  relation  to  such  part  of  the  estate  as  was  not  sold 
to  Richard  Ruscombe. 

The  Master,  in  pursuance  of  the  last  mentioned 
decree,  found  and  certified  that  on  the  22d  day  of 
February,  1827,  the  sum  of  806/.  2s.  Qd.  would  be 
due  to  the  Appellant  from  Richard  Hare,  and  he 
appointed  the  same  to  be  then  paid. 

The  appeal  was  against  so  much  of  the  order  of 
the  13th  of  July,  1826,  as  over-ruled  the  fii-st  and 
second  of  the  exceptions,  and  so  much  of  the  order 
of  the  1st  of  June,  1826,  as  confirmed  the  report  of 
the  2d  of  March,  1825,  except  so  far  as  the  third, 
fourth,  and  fifth  of  the  exceptions  had  relation 
thereto,  and  as  confirmed  the  report  of  the  24th  of 
April,  1826,  and  as  directed  the  Appellant  to  convey 
the  mortgaged  premises  on  payment  of  the  money 
therein  mentioned^  without  making  any  allowance  for 
the  interest  which   was  paid  on  the  mortgage  by 
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Alexander  Bruford  the  elder,  in  the  lifetime  of  his 
wife. 


For  the  Appellant — Mr.   Bickersteth   and   Mr. 
Jacob. 

For  the  Respondents — Mr.  Agar  and  Mr.  Pepjf$. 

For  the  AppelLint  it  was  ai^ed,  that  the  order  of 
the  House  of  Lords  did  not  conclude  the  questicm  as 
to  the  claim  for  interest ;  that  Alexander  Brufcn^  the 
elder,  and  Mary  his  wife,  being  under  no  obligaticii 
to  pay  the  interest  of  the  mortgage  for  the  benefit  of 
her  heir,  ought  to  be  considered  to  have  advanced 
the  money  which  they  paid  to  the  mortgagee  on 
security  of  the  estate :  that  Alexander  Bnifbrd  was 
therefore  entitled  to  add  the  same  to  the  money  whid 
was  due  to  the  mortgagee  on  the  death  of  his  wife, 
so  as  to  form  the  aggregate  sum  then  chargc^able  od 
the  estate ;  and  that  Richard  Ruscombe,  as  purchaser 
from  Alexander  Bruford   and  the  mortgagee,  wai 
entitled  to  the  full  benefit  of  such  charge. 

It  was  further  argued,  that  where  parties  had  t 
qualified  interest  in  an  estate  tail,  or  paid  off  an  in- 
cumbrance under  a  misapprehension  as  to  their  in- 
terest, the  charge  is  held,  in  a  Court  of  Equity,  to  be 
still  subsisting,  although  no  assignment  of  die  security 
and  debt  has  been  taken  to  keep  it  alive. — ^The 
Countess  of  Shrewsbury  v.  The  Earl  of  Shrewi' 
bury,  3  B.  C.  C.  120.  1  Ves  J.  227.  Kirkham  v. 
Smithj  1  Ves.  258.  The  Earl  of  Bucks  v.  Ho- 
barty  3  Swa.  186.* 

For  the  Respondents  it  was  contended^  that  the 
decision  of  the  court  below  was  according  to  the  true 


♦  See  also  Ware  v.  Polhill,  11  Ves.  257,  274. 
T.  Redington,  1  Ba.  and  B.  131. 
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construction  of  the  order  of  the  House  of  Lords  cm       1828. 
the  former  appeal. 

As  to  the  principal  question,  if  not  concluded  >  they 
ooQtended  that  the  case  of  Ameshury  v.  Brown*  was    "^  ^^^^^^ 
conclusive. 


At  the  conclusion  of  the  argument  the  Lord  Chan- 
cellor said  he  entertained  no  doubt  whatever  on  the 
subject  that  the  word  ^^  due"  must  mean  the  interest 
actually  due;  but  as  Lord  Eldon  had  expressed  a 
desire  to  be  present  on  the  question  for  judgment  he 
should  defer  proposing  it.f 


The  Lord  Chancellor. — ^There  is  a  case  of  Rus-  isjuiy.iwe. 
combe  v.  HarCj  which  was  heard  at  the  bar  of  thi^ 
House  on  Wednesday  last.  At  the  close  of  the  hear- 
ing of  the  cause  I  expressed  to  you  what  my  opinion 
was  upon  the  general  law  as  applicable  to  the  subject, 
and  with  reference  to  the  construction  of  a  parti- 
cular order  which  was  the  subject  of  discussion.  I 
declined  recommending  to  you  to  pronounce  a  final 
judgment  upon  the  question,  until  I  had  had  an  op- 
portunity of  having  some  communication  with  the 
noble  and  learned  Lord,  by  whom  it  was  supposed 
that  order  was  framed.  I  have  since  had  an  oppor- 
tunity of  conversing  with  that  noble  and  learned  Lord, 
and  he  has  informed  me  that  the  order  was  not  framed 
by  him,  but  was  framed  by  another  noble  and  learn- 
ed Lord,  a  member  of  this  House.  Both  those  noble 
Lords  are  of  opinion,  with  respect  to  the  general  law, 
that  what  I  took  the  liberty  of  stating  to  you  was 

♦  1  Ves.  477. 

t  This  was  in  substance  and  form  the  whole  matter  of  the 
obsenrations  made  by  the  Lord  Chancellor  at  the  cloee  of  the 
ari^ment. 

VOL.  II.  Q 
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182B.      correct ;  and  they  are  also  of  opinion  that  I  put  the 
proper  interpretation  upon  the  order  which  was  m 
framed.    I  should,  therefore,  recommend  to  yon  that 
■nd  othcn.    the  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Exchequo*  be  aflirmed. 


KU8COMBK 

V. 


Judgment  affirmed. 
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ENGLAND. 

(gourt  of  chancery.) 

George  Burn  and  and  Mary,  his  Wife, }    ^      „     . 
and  William  Brouohton  Flexney  \  ^/?P^««^w- 

Jame^Nerot Respondent. 

A.»  by  hU  will  declarino^  a  parpose  to  assign  the  lease  of  a 
Hotel,  in  which  he  ciarried  on  business,  with  the  effects  in  the 
Hotel,  and  the  business  of  it,  to  a  trustee  in  trust  for  the  bene- 
fit of  his  son  and  daughter,  in  consideration  of  an  annuity  to  be 
paid  to  him  for  his  life,  bequeathed  the  residue  of  his  personal 
estate  and  effects  to  his  son  and  daughter  in  equal  shares.  The 
testator  died  without  having  carried  into  effect  the  purpose 
declared  in  his  will.  His  daughter  being  executrix  carried 
on  the  business  from  the  death  of  the  testator  to  the  year  1810 
in  the  house  where  the  testator  had  carried  it  on.  In  that  year 
she  purchased,  chiefly  by  means  of  the  assets,  the  freehold  of 
another  house  to  which  she  removed  the  business,  and  carried 
it  on  there  alone  until  1819,  when  she  married.  Upon  the 
marriage,  the  freehold  house  and  effects  were  conveyed  and 
assigned  to  a  trustee  for  the  daughter  and  her  husband,  and 
the  children  of  the  marriage  in  the  ordinary  course  of  settle- 
ment. In  1820  the  son  filed  a  bill  against  the  daughter  and 
her  husband,  praying  that  the  deed^  of  settlement  might  be  set 
aside ;  that  the  freehold  house  might  be  declared  to  be  part  of 
the  assets,  and  sold  with  the  effects,  &c.;  that  an  account  might  be> 
taken  of  the  profits  of  the  business,  froni  the  death  of  the  testa- 
tor to  1819,  the  date  of  the  marriage ;  and  that  half  the  assets 
and  half  the  profits  of  the  business  might  be  paid  to  him  as 
residuary  legatee  and  partner. 

The  case  of  the  Plaintiff  as  to  the  partnership  was  supported  by 
the  evidence  of  the  will,  and  of  acts  and  admissions  on  the  part 
of  his  sister  at  various  times  before  the  marriage,  of  her  liability 
to  account  as  partner.  The  Defendants  insisted  upon  an 
agreement  between  the  Plaintiff  and  his  sister,  shortly  after  the 
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WU,  death  of  tbe  fdher,  thai  the  hmm  ml  Ae  BtmA  mi^ 

iboaM  be  rained,  and  the  prodace  diiidiJ  beCvccB  Ai 
tber  vere  accordioffW  Talud,  and  that  the  half  af  Ai 
of  the  TaJaatioo  had  been  paid  la  tW  PIvBUffbr  ha 
bat  this  alleged  agreeaieiit  did  aoC  DKlwfe  aay  e«a 
for  the  good  will  of  the  banaeM.  The  Defeodaalii 
doced  io  eridenoe  a  letter  writtea  fraa  i^rii  by  thai 
ID  which  he  spoke  of  the  banaeH  aa 
bot  this  letter  he  loaghi  to  caphin,  bj 
not  with  ufetv,  being  in  Fraace,  aAmwiWilga  thai  hi 
property  or  concerns  in  England,  Upoo  thcae  pkai 
evidence  at  the  hearing,  iasoes  were  dEreeCcd  to  tiy :  1, 
there  was  any  agreement  for  the  nk  of  the  leaae^  il 
goodwill  of  the  busiueas  ;  and  if  ao,  2,  whetfaer  avA^ 

■  bad  been  abaodoncd.  Upon  the  trial  of  tfaeao  iaaaei 
w<;re  given  for  the  Respondent  on  both  isaoes.  Dpi 
directions  the  court  (Vice  Chancellor)  declared  that  i 
Kfiip  in  moieties  subsisted  between  the  aon  end  dami 
the  death  of  the  father  to  the  marriage  o£  the  ( 
when  the  partnership  was  dissolved,  and  that  Ae 
house  was  part  of  the  assets,  and  aa  acooimt  waa  & 
cordingly. 

Against  this  decree  the  Defendants  appealed  to  the  Gl 
and  the  decree  being  affirmed  with  a  alight 
Defendants  further  appealed  to  Parliament,  and 
an  issue  should  be  directed  to  try  the  queation  of  6e 
a  partnership  subsisted ;  but  the  -decree 
House  being  of  optuion  that  it  was  too  late  in  that 
cause  to  ask  for  such  issue. 


4 

John  NEROTformanyyearspreceding,  ai 
time  of  his  death,  carried  on  business  as  ai 
^  keeper,   in  a  house  known  by  the  name  of 
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inemamder  of  the  term  therem,  und^  the  lease,  where-       ^^^- 
fcy  he  held  the  same,  and  also  all  his  effects  whatso-     buemamd 
wer  which  then  were  in  the  said  Hotel,  and  the 
Inisiness  thereof,  in  trust  for  the  benefit  of  his  son  and 
daughter,  the  Appellant,  Mary  Bmnand,  then  Mary 
3ferot»  and  the  Respondent,  as  had  been  proposed 
omd  agreed  to  by  him,  subject  to  their  paying  to  him 
.an  annuity  to  be  agreed  upon  between  them  for  his 
life,  he  thereby  disposed  of  die  residue  of  his  personal 
estate  and  effects  in  manner  following :  that  is  to  say, 
he  thereby  directed  that  all  such  sums  of  money  as 
had  been,  or  should  be,  advanced  or  paid  by  him  to 
hia  son  and  daughter,  or  for  their  use  or  benefit, 
ahoold  be  retained  and  kept  by  each  of  them  respec- 
tively, and  should  not  be  accounted  for  or  paid  by 
either  of  them  asadebt  due  to  him  or  his  estate  at  the 
tioie  €i  his  decease,  or  for  making  an  equality  betwe^i 
(hem,  or  otherwise ;  but  in  order  to  put  his  daughter 
upon  an  equal  footing  with  his  son>  as  near  as  might 
be  in  regard  to  such  advancements,,  he  thereby  be- 
queathed to  his  daughter  the  sum  of  260/.  to  be  paid 
to,  or  received  and  taken  by  her,  out  of  the  monies 
arisii^  from  his  personal  estate  and  effects,  as  and 
when  she  should  think  fit  after  his  decease ;  and  he 
thereby  also  bequeathed  to  his  son  and  daughter,  10/., 
and  the  like  sum  of  10/.  to  John  Dax,  for  mourn- 
ing and  a  ring ;  as  to  all  the  residue  and  remainder  of 
his  penonal  estate  and  effects,  of  what  nature  or  kind 
soever,  which  he  should  be  possessed  of,  interested  in, 
or  entitled  to,  at  the  time  of  his  death,  except  the 
£btel,  and  the  plate,  furniture,  and  effects  in  the  same, 
and  which  he  intended  to  assign  and  make  over  in 
trust  for  the  benefit  of  his  daughter  and  son,  upon  the 
terms  therein  mentioned,  he  thereby  bequeathed  the 
same,  and  every  part  thereof,  unto  his  daugliter  and 
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IMS.  wWK  ri^  Appellant,  Mary  Burnand,  (tdini  Mar\?KeiQ() 
4i)^t  iho  Respondent,  in  equal  parts  or  shares  irtfar 
iv^tHHrtive  use  and  benefit;  and  he  directjed  taut  Ac 
minual  income  and  produce  of  such  part  of  bK-sliie^ 
as  his  son  would  be  entitled  to,  should,  dun^plii 
minority,  be  applied  for  his  maintenance  and  si|]pirt; 
and  he  thereby  appointed  his  daughter,  the  AjipuGUHl, 
Mary  Burnand,  and  John  Dax,  executrix  a^id 
tor  of  his  will. 

The  testator  died  in  1804,  without  having 
or  altered  his  will,  leaving  the  Respondent,  Ins  iM^ 
son,  and  the  Appellant,   Mary  Burnand,    his 
daughter,  and  they  were  the  only  next  of  km 
testator  at  his  death. 

The  Appellant,  Mary  Burnand,  alone  proTed 
will,  the  other  executor,  John  Dax,  having 
to  act  in  the  executorship. 

The  testator  at  the  time  of  his  death  was 
of  a  very  considei-able  personal  estate,    co: 
among  other  things,  of  the  lease  of  his  Hotel,  and  dbe 
household  goods  and  furniture,   plate,   liaen, 
liquors,  and  effects,  in  the  same. 

He  did  not  before  his  death  make  any  such 
assignment  as  in  his  will  was  mentioned,  and  upoi 
his  death,  the  Respondent  and  the  Appellant,  Mm 
Burnand,  became  entitled  in  equal  shares  by  viitoe 
of  the  will,  to  the  clear  residue  of  the  testator's  per- 
sonal estate,  after  payment  of  his  funeral  and  testa- 
mentary expenses,  and  his  debts  and  the  l^acKS. 

At  the  date  of  the  will  the  Respondent  was  a 
minor.  His  sister,  the  Appellant,  Mary  Burnand, 
who  was  several  years  older,  upon  the  testator's  death, 
as  his  executrix",  possessed  herself  of  the  Hotel  and 
all  the  property  and  effects  in  the  same  belonging 
to  him  at  the  time  of  his  decease,  and  also  possessed 
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kendf  of  all  other  tibe  personal  estate  and  effects  of      ^^^ 
the  testator  at  the  time  of  his  death,  and  thereout    fOKXAVD 
paid  all  the  debts  owing  from  him  at  the  time  of  his 
death,  and  his  fimeral  and  testamentary  expa[i8e8  and 
legacies. 

^  The  Appellant,  Mary  Bumand,  for  several  years 
after  the  testator's  death,  with  the  acquiescence  of  the 
Respondent,  continued  to  reside  in-  the  Hotel,  and  to 
earry  on  the  business  therein  with  the  property  and 
effiscts  of  the  testator ;  but  no  settlement  oi  accounts 
6vet  took  place  between  the  Appellant,  Mary  Bur- 
Mud,  and  the  Respmdent;  touching  the  bumness  of 
Sdch  Hotel,  and  the  gains  and  profits  deriyed  there- 
from, or  touching  the  personal  estate  and  effects  of 
4te  testator. 

The  Appellant,  Mary  Bumand,  continued  to  carry 
eh  the  bui^iess  of  the  Hotel  in  Kingnrtreet  until  the 
btter  end  of  the  year  1809,  or  the  beginning  of  the 
year  1810^  when  the  lease  of  the  Hotel  expired,  and 
It  renewal  could  not  be  obtained  upon  advantageous 
terms.  She  therefore,  while  the  Respondent  was  in 
FVance,  entered  into  a  eontract  without  his  participa- 
tion or  cbncarrence,  with  Lady  Downe  and  her  son 
Mr;  Dawney,  for  the  jmrchase  of  the  freehdd  and 
inheritance  of  a  house  in  Clifford-street,  for  the  pur- 
poke  <tf  carrying  on  the  business  of  the  Hotel.  The 
AppeUaUt,  Mary  Bumand,  accordingly  completed  the 
pm^ase  of  the  house  in  Clifford-street,  and  caused 
the '  sittiK^  to  be  conveyed  to  herself  in  fee  simple, 
and  the  piurehase'  money  was  paid  by  her  chiefly 
eat  af  money  arising  from  the  gains  and  profits 
isf  the 'bteiness  of  the  Hotel  in  King-street,  w  out  of 
teoindy  a]mi%frbm  (he.  personal  estate  of  the  testator, 
6r '  out  of  money  which  Imdbeea  produced  from  the 
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1828.      bnsinesB  of  the  Hotel  carried  on  upon  the  premises  is 
ClifTord-street. 

The  Appellant,  Mary  Bumand^  caused  certain 
rooms  to  be  built  and  added  to  the  hoase  in  CliflRxd- 
street,  and  to  be  converted  into  and  fitted  up  for  bsthsp 
and  also  caused  all  the  goods,  fumiturey  pnfettff 
viinesj  liquors,  and  eflfects,  in  the  Hotel  in  King- 
street,  to  be  removed  into  the  Hotel  m  ClifiBxti-street; 
and  caused  it  to  be  completely  furnished  and  fitted  vp 
in  all  respects  for  business  as  an  Hotd,  with  acooni- 
modation  for  bathing.  The  purchase  of  the  house  in 
CtiflTord-street,  and  fitting  up  the  same  for  busine^ft 
as  an  Hotel  and  for  baths,  amounted  in  the  whole  to. 
several  thousand  pounds. 

The  Appellant,  Mary  Bumand,  continued  to  cany 
on  the  business  of  the  Hotel  and  baths,  frmn  1809 
until  September,  1819,  at  the  house  in  Clifibrd-street, 
and  during  that  time  occasionally  advised  with  the 
Respondent  as  to  such  business,  and  he  occasiciialfy 
interfered  therein,  and  conferred  with  her  reqpectiQg 
the  same,  and  she  during  that  time  received  fitHn  the 
Respondent  or  his  agents,  considerable  sums  of  money 
to  be  employed  by  her  in  the  business,  and  the  Re- 
spondent occasionally  supplied  wine  for  the.  busioeiB 
of  the  Hotel. 

The  business  of  the  Hotel  and  baths  in  CliflRvd- 
street,  during  all  the  time  before  mentioned,  was  veiy 
profitable.  But  no  account  was  at  any  time,  prior 
to  September,  1818,  settled  between  the  Respondent 
and  the  Appellant,  Mary  Nerot,  relating  to  the 
business  of  the  Hotels  and  baths,  carried  on  in 
Clifford-street  and  King-street,  or  either  of  them,  or 
relating  to  the  personal  estate  of  the  testator;  hot 
the  Respondent,  at  different  times,  received  from,  the 
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Appellant,  Mary  Nerot,  vanous  sums  ci  money  on      ^^^ 
account  of  the  business,  and  the  profits  arising  firom     bdrmama 
it. 

In  1  SI  9  the  Appellant,  Mary  Nerot,  intermarried 
>mth  the  Appellant,  Geoi^  Bumand,  and  he,  as  her 
husband,  took  possesnon  of  the  Hotel  and  all  the 
goods,  furniture,  wines,  liquors,  property,  and  effects 
in  the  Hotel,  and  the  business  was  afterwards  con- 
ducted by  him  and  his  wife. 

In  1820  the  Respondent  filed  his  Bill  in  Chancery 
against  the  Appdlants,  which  Bill  was  afterwards 
twice  amended,  and  the  Appellant,  William  Broughton 
Flexney,  made  a  party  defendant,  the  Appellant^ 
Mary  Bumand,  having,  antecedently  to  her  marriage 
with  George  Bumand,  conveyed  the  Hotel  and  pre- 
mises to  the  Appellant,  William  Broughton  Flexney, 
upon  the  trusts  therein  stated.  The  Bill,  when  amend- 
ed, after  stating  the  facts  above  mentioned,  prayed 
that  the  deeds  or  instruments  in  writing,  executed  by 
Qeoige  Bumand,  and  Mary  his  wife,  as  therein  men- 
tioned, so  far  as  regarded  one  moiety  of  the  freehold 
house  and  premises  in  Clifibitl-street,  and  half  the 
property  in  the  same,  mi^t  be  declared  void  as 
against  the  Respondent,  and  might  be  set  aside ;  and 
that  the  co-partnership  between  the  Appellant^  Mary 
Bumand,  and  the  R^ndent,  might  be  declared  to 
have  ceased  on  the  marriage ;  that  the  same  might  be 
ilecreed  to  be  dissolved ;  and  that  the  dwelling-house 
and  Hotel  in  Clifford-street,  and  the  goodwill  of  the 
same,  and  all  the  goods,  furniture,  wines,  liquors,  pro- 
perty, and  effects,  in  such  house  and  Hotel,  might  be 
^decreed  to  be  sold  and  disposed  of  in  such  manner  as 
the  Court  should  direct ;  and  that  one  moiety  of  the 
lOMey  arising  therefrom  might  be  declared  to  belong 
to  the  Respondent,  and  might  be  decreed  to  be  paid 
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]  826.      to  him  accordingly ;  and  that  tlie  Appellants,  Gieoige 
Biirnand,  and  Mary  his  wife,  might  be  decreed  to 
come  to  a  settlement  of  accounts  with  the  Respcmdent, 
touching^  the  several  matters  therein  m^itkmed ;  and 
that  the  necessary  accounts  might  be  decreed  to  be 
taken  accordingly ;  and  that  all  accounts  between  the 
Respondent  and  the  Appellants,  George  Bumand, 
and  Mary  his  wife,  touching  the  matters  therein  men- 
tioned, might  be  settled  in  or  under  the  direction  of 
the  C!ourt ;    and  that  what  should  a^qpear  on  such 
settlement  to  be  due  or  coming  to.  the  Respondent, 
might  be  decreed  to  be  paid  to  him  by  the  AppeUants, 
George  Bumand,  and  Mary  his  wife,  or  might  be 
decreed  to  be  paid  out  of  their  moiety  of  the  money 
to  arise  from  the  said  sale ;  and  that  the  Appellantii 
George  Bumand,  and  Mary  his  wife,  might  be  re* 
strained  by  the  order  and  injunction  of  the  CSonrt, 
from  letting,  or  selling,  or  disposing  of  the  said  houre 
and  Hotel  in  Clifford-street,  and  from  letting  or  dis- 
posing of  the  goodwill  thereof,  or  any  of  the  goodsi 
fiimiture,  wines,  liquors,  property,  or  efiectsin  and 
about  the  same,  or  from  removing  or  taking  away 
any  of  such  effects,  and  from  receiving  any  monies 
on  account  of  such  Hotel  or  the  business  thereof; 
and  tliat  some  proper  person  might  be  appointed  hj 
the  Court  to  manage  and  carry  on  the  business  of 
such  Hotel,  and  to  keep  possession  of  such  Hotel  and 
all  the  effects  therein,  until  the  said  sale  ;  and  (D 
receive  all  debts  or  sums  of  money  due  to  the  A{^)el- 
lant,  Mary  Bumand,  and  the  Respondent,  or  either 
of  them,  or  to  the  Appellant,  Geoi^  Bumand,  in 
respect  of  such  Hotel  and  tlie  busmess.     But  if  the 
Court  should  be  of  opinion  that  a  partnership  did  not 
take  place  between  the  Appellant,  Mary  Bumand, 
and  the  Respondent  in  tlie  Hotel  business,  then  that 
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aa  account  might  be  decreed  to  be  taken  of  all  the     ^^^ 
persraal  estate  and  eflfects  of  the  Testator,  and  of 
his  debts,  funeral  and  testamentary  expenses,  and 
kigacies ;  and  also  an  account  of  the  sums  of  money 
which  the  Respondent,  James  Nerot,  since  the  death 
o(  the  testator  advanced  to  the  Appellant,  Mary 
Bumand,  for  the  purposes  of  the  trade  <»*  business, 
or  otherwise,  tc^ether  with  interest,  and  of  the  value 
of  the  wine  supplied  by  the  Respondent,  as  therein 
-mentioned,  to  and  for  die  purposes  of  the  trade  or 
business;  and  that  under  the  circumstances  therein 
mentioned,  it  might  be  declared  that  the  Respond^it 
was  entitled  to  a  moiety  of  the  frediold  house  and 
premises  in  Clifford-sdreet,  and  to  half  the  property, 
effects,  and  things  then  in  the  same,  and  to  half  the 
gains  and  profits  which  had  been  derived  and  made 
by  the  AppdUant,  Mary  Bumand,  from  carrying  on 
the  said  trade  or  business  in  King-street  and  Clifibrd- 
atreet,  since  the  death  of  the  testatCNr ;  and  that  it 
might  be  declared  that  the  Respondent  had  a  lien 
upon  the  frediold  house  and  premises,  and  the  pro- 
p^y,  effects,  and  things  in  the  same,  for  what  should 
be  found  due  to  him  in  respect  of  the  moiety  or  share 
of  the  clear  residue  of  the  testator's  *  p^isonal  estate 
and  ^ects,  after  payment  of  his  funeral  and  testa- 
mentary expenses  and  ddbts ;  and  that  the  Appellants 
might  be  decreed  to  pay  to  the  Respondent  what, 
upon  taking  the  said  accounts,  should  be  found  due 
to  him. 

The  Appellants,  Geoige  Bumand,  and  Mary  his 
wife,  by  their  answer,  admitted  the  will  of  the  Tes- 
tator, as  stated  in  the  Bill ;  that  she  and  Respondent 
were  his  only  next  of  kin ;  that  she  proved  the  will, 
and  possessed  the  effects,  including  the  Hotel,  in  which 
she  continued  to  live  and  carry  on  the  business  until 
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1^8.  the  expiration  of  the  lease  in  1809,  and  one  year 
longer;  that  the  business  was  carried  on  with  the 
property  of  the  testator  left  therein,  and  the  monies 
of  the  Appellant,  Mary  Bumand ;  buishe  denied  that 
it  -was  so  carried  on  for  the  joint  benefit^of  her  and 
the  Respondent  as  co-partners,  and  contended 'that  it 
was  carried  on  for  her  sole,  separate,  and  exclusive 
benefit 

The  Appellants,  Geoi^e  Burnand,  and  Mary  his 
wife,  by  dieir  answer  further  stated  that  the  Appel- 
lant, Mary  Bumand,  and  the  Respondent,  soon  after 
the  death  of  the  testator,  caused  an  inventory  of  the 
testator's  property  and  effects  to  be  made,  and  that 
they  had  several  meetings  together  to  consider  and 
determine  upon  the  mode  of  disposing  of  the  same ; 
and  that  it  was  agreed  that  the  household  fumitiire, 
plate,  linen,  and  china,  in  or  about  the  dweHing-honse 
in  King-street,  and  the  lease  for  the  unexpired  term 
thereof,  and  the  good-will  of  the  trade,  should  be  va- 
lued, and  that  the  Appellant,  Mary  Bumand,  should 
become  the  purchaser  of  the  R^pondent's  moiety 
therein  at  such  valuation;  and  that  such  valuation  was 
accordingly  made,  and  amounted  to  the  sum  of  2,366/« ; 
that  the  Respondent  appointed  Mr.  Harry  Phillips, 
of  Bond-street,  to  value,  on  his  part ;  and  that  the 
Appellant,  Maiy  Bumand,  appointed  Mr.  Winstanley, 
of  Patemoster-row,  to  value  the  same,  on  her  part ; 
and  that  in  the  month  of  June,  1804,  the  valuers  pro- 
ceeded to  make,  and  did  make,  their  valuation ;  and 
that  she,  the  Appellant,  in  pursuance  and  executicm 
of  the  agreement,  paid  or  called  to  be  paid  to  the  Re- 
spondent, or  for  his  use,  at  various  times,  monies  to 
the  amount  of  1,193/.,  being  the  Respondent's  full 
moiety  of  such  valuation;  and  that  she  had  at  different 
times  paid  to  tlie  Respondent  other  sums  of  money^ 
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and  to  an  amount  exceeding  his  proportion  of  the  ^828. 
testator's  residuary  estate ;  that  in  the  month  of  April,  burmand 
1809,  the  freehold  and  inheritance  of  the  heredita-  ^,*- 
ments  and  premises  in  Clifford-street,  where  the  busi- 
ness of  the  Hotel  was  then  carried  on,  was  conveyed 
to  the  Appellant,  Mary  Burnand ;  and  that  the  money 
to  pay  for  the  same  was  raised  by  mortgage,  which 
has  since  been  paid  ofi^,  and  with  the  gains  and  pro- 
fits of  the  business,  which  she  had  carried  on  for  many 
years  before  in  King-street,  and  afterwards  in  Clif- 
fijrd-street ;  and  that  tlie  goods,  furniture,  property, 
and  effects,  which  were  in  the  hotel  in  Khig-street 
were  removed  to  the  hotel  in  Clifford-street-  In  a 
Schedule  to  their  answer  to  the  amended  Bill  the  Ap- 
pellants set  forth  an  account  of  the  sums  of  money 
allied  by  the  Appellant,  Mary  Burnand,  to  have 
been  paid  by  her  to  the  Respondent. 

The  Appellant,  William  Broughton  Plexney,  by 
his  answer,  stated  that  by  an  indenture  of  settlement, 
dated  the  21st  of  August,  1809,  and  made  antece- 
dently to  the  marriage  of  the  Appellants,  Geoi^e  Bur- 
nand and  Mary  his  wife,  the  Appellant,  Mary  Bur- 
nand, conveyed  and  assigned  the  freehold  Hotel  and 
premises  in  Cliffbrd-street,  and  the  furniture,  goods, 
and  effects  in  or  about  the  same,  to  him,  the  Appel- 
lant, William  Broughton  Flexney,  upon  trust,  with 
the  consent  of  the  Appellants,  George  Burnand  and 
Mary  his  wife,  to  sell  such  premises,  furniture,  and 
effects,  and  to  invest  the  money  to  arise  from  such 
siale  in  the  public  funds,  or  upon  real  securities,  and 
to  pay  the  annual  produce  thereof  to  the  Appellant^ 
Mary  Burnand,  for  her  separate  use,  for  her  Ufe;  and 
after  her  death  to  the  Appellant,  George  Burnand, 
for  liis  life ;  and  after  the  death  of  the  survivor  of  the 
Appellants,  Geoj^e  Burnand,  and  Mary  his  wife,  td 
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1^28.  p^y  the  priucipal  of  such  money  to  the  child  or  chil^ 
dren  of  the  marriage  of  the  Appellants,  Greoi^  Bnr- 
nand,  and  Mary  his  wife,  or  tlieir  issue  in  F^^nnf 
therein  mentioned,  with  a  power  to  raise  the  sum  of 
1,200/.  for  the  separate  use  of  the  Appellant,  Maiy 
Bumand. 

There  wa3  no  issue  of  the  marriage  of  the  Appel- 
lants, George  Bumand,  and  Mary  his  wife. 

Witnesses  were  examined  on  the  part  of  the  R^ 
spondent,  and  documentary  or  written  evidence  pnh 
duced  to  shew  that  the  Respondent  and  the  Aj^pel- 
lant,  Mary  Bumand,  were,  from  the  testator's  deilh 
down  to  the  mairiage  of  the  Appellants,  Geoi^  Bur- 
nand,  and  Mary  his  wife,  jointly  interested  and  part- 
ners in  the  business  of  the  Hotel  carried  on  in  Kiog- 
street  and  ClifTord-street ;  and  that  the  purchase  of 
the  house  in  Clifford-street  was  effected  partly  out  of 
the  partnership  funds. 

On  the  part  of  tlie  Appellants,  Geoige  Bumand, 
and  Mary  his  wife,  evidence  was  produced  to  shew 
an  agreement  on  the  part  of  the  Respondent  to  sel 
his  interest  in  the  Hotel,  furniture,  and  effeebi^ 
to  the  Appellant,  Mary  Bumand,  or  to  prove  ck*. 
cumstances  from  which  such  agreement  was  to  be 
inferred  ;  and  they  gave  in  evidence  a  letter  from  the 
Respondent  to  the  Appellant,  Mary  Bumand,  dated 
at  Paris,  the  16th  of  August,  1810,  wherein  tlie  Re-. 
spondent  appeared  to  treat  tlie  Hotel  and  the  businev 
as  if  he  had  no  interest  therein. 

It  was  in  evidence  on  the  part  of  the  Respondents, 
tlmt  at  the  time  of  writing  such  letter,  the  Respondent 
was  in  France,  under  his  Majesty's  licence,  for  the 
purpose  of  recovering  and  shipping  British  properQr. 
for  England ;  and  it  was  sugg^ted  that  aqy  declara- 
tion or  intimation  on  the  part  of  the  Respond^tt  that 
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he  was  in  any  manner  connected  with  England,  or      ^^^• 
had  any  property  there,  would  hate  been  attended 
with  personal  danger  to  the  Respondent ;  and  that  aU 
the  Respondent's  property  in  England  was  conveyed 
to  other  persons,  and  appeared  to  belong  to  such  per* 
scms ;  and  that  all  letters  written  by  the  Respondent 
while  he  was  abroad  were  worded  in  a  manner  to  pre- 
vent the  French  Government  from  knowing  that  the 
Respondent  had  any  concerns,  or  interest,  w  pro- 
perty in  En^and,  which  was  then  at  war  with  France. 
Ota  the  5th  of  March,  1824,  the  cause  came  on  to 
be  heard  before  the  Vice-chancellor,  and  by  the  de* 
cree  then  made  it  was  ordered  that  the  parties  should 
proceed  to  a  trial  at  law  in  the  Court  of  Common 
Pleas,  on  the  issue,  whether  there  was  in  the  year 
1804  an  agreement  for  sale  by  the  Respondent  to  the 
Appellant,  Mary  Bumand,  of  his  share  and  interest 
in  die  goodwill,  lease,  stock  in  trade,  and  other  pro-* 
perty  and  effects,  in  the  pleadings  mentioned ;  and  in 
case  the  jury  should  find  that  there  was  an  agreement 
for  such  side,  then  it  was  ordered  that  the  parties 
should  jmx^eed   to  trial  on  the  issue,  wheth^  the 
agreement  was  abandoned ;   and  in  the  first  of  the 
issues  the  Appdlants,  Geoige  Bumand,  and  Mary  his 
wife,  were  to  be  plaintiffs  at  law,  and  the  Respon- 
dent to  be  defendant  at  law :    and  it  was  ordered  that 
the  Respmident  and  the  Appellant,  Mary  Bumand, 
should  be  examined  as  witnesses  upon  the  trial  of  the 
issues  respectively ;  and  the  court  reserved  the  consir 
deration  of  all  further  directions,  and  of  the  costs 
until  afier  the  trial  of  the  issues  or  issue. 

The  first  issue  was  tried  in  the  Court  of  Conunon 
Pleas  by  a  special  jury  on  the  6th  of  December,  1824» 
when  a  verdict  was  given  for  the  Respondent 
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1B28.  On  the  23d  of  April,  1826,  the  cause  came  on  to  he 

heard  before  the  then  Vice-Chaiicellor  of  England,  upon 
<'•         further  directions,  y^hea  it  was  ordered  ^'  that  the  Ap- 
pellant,  George  Bumand,  should  pay  unto  the  Res- 
pondent all  costs  attendant  upon  the  said  issue  and 
'^  the  trial  thereof;  and  the  court  declared,  that  theHo- 
'^  tel  business  carried  on  in  King-street,  Saint  Janies'i» 
^'  and  Clifford-street,  Bond-street,  under  the  name  or 
^'  dedgnation  of  Nerot's  Hotel,  fitmi  the  death  of  John 
'^  Nerot,  the  Testator  in  the  pleadings  mentioned,  until 
^'  the  16th  day  of  September,  1819,  on  which  day  the 
^'  Appellants,  Geoi^  Bumard  and  Mary  his  wifekita^ 
*^  married  together,  was  carried  on  by  the  Appdlant, 
««  Mary  Burnand,  formerly  Mary  Nerot,  spinster,  id 
^'  co-jMurtaership  with  the  Respondent,  James  Nerot, 
*'  in  equal  shares  and  proportions,  and  that  such  psit- 
^'  nership,  on  the  16th  day  of  September,  1819,  vh 
dissolved ;  and  that  the  freehold  messuages  and 
hereditaments  in  Cliflbrd-street,  and  all  and  singulir 
^'  the  household  goods  and  furniture,  plate,  lin^i,  chi- 
^'  na,  and  wine,  stock-in-trade,  implements,  and  all 
'^  other  property,  effects^  and  things,  being  in  or  about 
^'  the  said  messuage  or  premises,  formed  a  part  of  tk 
^'  co-partnership  property.'*  The  decreethen  proceed- 
ed to  give  the  usual  directions  for  sale  and  aooountiw 
The  Appellants  appealed  to  the  Lord  Chanodhr  cf 
Ghreat  Britain,  from  this  decree  or  decretal  order  of  the 
Vice-Chancellor,  pronounced  on  the  hearing  of  tk 
cause,  for  further  directions. 

The  Appeal  came  on  to  be  heard  before  the  lad 
Chancellor  on  the  22d  of  December,  182T,  when  Ui 
Lordship  ordered,  that  the  decretal  order  bearing  date 
the  23d  day  of  April,  1825,  should  be  varied,  by 
omitting  the  words  following,  viz. : — ^^  And  doth  de* 
'^  clare,  that  the  freehold  messuage  and  hereditaments 


V. 
MEROT. 


ON    APPEALS   AND   WRITS  OF   ERROR.  229 

**  in  Clifford-street  afoi'esaid,  and  all  and  singular  the  1^28. 
*^  household  goods  and  furniture,  plate,  linen,  china,  riuRNAMo 
«<  and  wine,  stock  in  trade,  implements,  and  all  other 
*•  property,  effects,  and  things,  being  in  or  about  the 
*^  said  messuages  or  premises,  form  a  part  of  the  co- 
"  partnership  property;"  and  inserting  instead  thereof, 
the  words  following,  viz, : — "  And  doth  declare,  that 
the  freehold  messuage  and  hereditaments  in  Clifford- 
street  aforesaid,  and  all  and  singular  the  household 
**  goods  and  furniture,  plate,  linen,  china,  and  wine, 
stock  in  trade,  implements^  and  all  other  property 
^*  and  effects,  which  were  in,  upon,  about,  or  belong- 
ing to  the  said  messuage  and  premises,  and  used 
or  employed  in  the  trade  or  business  of  the  Hotel 
*^  and  baths  there  carried  on,  upon  the  16th  day  of 
September,  1819,  the  time  of  the  dissolution  of  the 
said  partnership,  formed  part  of  the  co-partnership 
property  ;'*  and  also  by  omitting  the  following 
words,  viz. : — '*  And  it  is  ordered,  that  the  household 
*^  goods,  furniture,  plate,  linen,  china,  stock  in  trade, 
*^  wines,  and  other  effects,  in  and  about  the  said  pre- 
'^  mises,  be  also  sold  in  such  manner  as  the  Master 
shall  direct,  by  a  proper  person  to  be  appointed  by 
him;"  and  by  inserting  instead  thereof,  the  words 
ibUowing,  viz. : — ^'  Let  the  Master  take  an  account  of 
**  the  household  goods,  furniture,  plate,  linen,  china, 
*^  stock  in  trade,  wines,  and  other  effects,  remaining 
^^  in  and  about  and  belonging  to  the  said  house  and 
*^  premises  in  Clifford-street,  and  used  or  employed  in 
^^  the  trade  or  business  of  the  Hotel  and  baths  there 
^*  carried  on  upon  the  16th  day  of  September,  I  SI  9, 
*^  the  time  cf  the  dissolution  of  the  partnership,  and  let 
^^  him  state  the  particulars  of  what  the  same  consisted, 
^*  and  the  value  thereof,  at  that  time,  and  what  p&rt 
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ISW.  ''  tliereof  now  remains  in  specie;"  and  the  Master 
Byuujf  D  was  to  be  at  lib^ty  to  make  a  separate  report  thereof: 
And  with  such  variations  the  said  Order  was  affiimed. 
From  the  Decree  or  Decretal  Order  of  the  23d  of 
April,  1825,  pronounced  by  the  then  Vice-ChaiiceHor; 
and  from  the  Decree  or  Decretal  Order  of  the  2Sd  of 
December,  1821,  pronounced  by  the  then  LcMrd  Chan- 
cellor, the  Appeal  was  presented. 


For  tlie  Appellants — Mr.  Sugden  and  Mr.  B\ 
her. 
For  the  Respondents — Mr.  Home  8c  Mr.  RcupM. 


18th  Joiy.  The  Lord  Chancellor. — I  have  heard  this  case  tH 
the  end  because  I  thought  it  my  duty  to  do  so,  in  con-' 
sequence  of  its  being  an  appeal  from  my  own  jnd^ 
ment.  The  question  came  first  befine  the  Vioe-Chn- 
cellor :  it  was  a  question  as  to  whether  or  not  Mr.  Nenot 
was  a  partner  in  the  concern  known  by  tlie  name  of 
Nerot's  Hotel ;  the  circumstances  are  of  this  descrip- 
tion. It  iqppears  that  this  business  was  carried  en  by 
Mr.  Nei-ot's  father  for  a  considerable  number  of  yem; 
and  during  the  latter  period  of  his  life,  it  was  con- 
ducted principally  for  Mr.  Nerot  by  his  daughter ;  it 
appears  that  about  five  or  six  years  befiMre  the  death  of 
Mr.  Nerot,  he  being  desirous,  I  suppose,  of  retiriBg 
entirely  from  the  business,  made  his  wiU,  and  eaccefiled 
this  property  from  the  dispositions  contained  m  Iht 
will.  The  reasons  why  he  excepted  this  property  from 
the  dispositions  contained  in  the  wiU,  were  these  :— 
upon  the  face  of  the  will  he  stated  that  it  was  Ui 
intention  to  assign  the  property  for  the  joint  faeneft' 
of  his  son  and  daughter,  to  a  gentleman  of  the  name 
of  Dax,  in  consequence  of  an  arrangement  he  hid' 
made  with  them,  that  during  the  remaindar  of  his  life 
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they  should  pay  him  a  certaiu  annuity.  It  appears,  ^®28. 
however,  that  he  did  ndt  act  immediatdy  upon  this  burmahd 
agreement — ^he  did  not  act  upon  it  during  his  lifetime,  hsrot, 
and  the  result  was  that  he  made  no  alteratioii  what- 
ever in  the  dispositions  contained  in  his  will,  and  w6 
are  to  infer  therefore,  I  think,  from  the  wiH  itself,  th^t 
it  was  his  intention  that. his  son  and  daughter  should 
take  a  joint  interest  in  this  property.  Now  what  took 
place  inunediately  upon  the  death  of  Mr.  Neirot  1  the 
daughter  had  conducted  the  busings  for  her  feiher  in 
the  name  of  Nerot's  Hotel — she  was  several  years 
older  than  her  brother,  and  he  appeal's  to  have  had  no 
disposition  to  implicate  himself  personally  in  the  con- 
cern ;  the  business  therefore  was  carried  on  after  the 
fiitfaer's  death,  precisely  as  it  was  cttiried  on  during 
his  lifetime  by  Miss  Nerot,  ostensibly  in  her  name  ad 
Nerot  s  Hotel.  It  was  a  valuable  property,  and  if,  a$ 
it  is  contended,  at  th6  death  of  Mr.  Nerot  it  became  her 
property  in  conseqiiente  of  her  character  as  c6-6x- 
ecutrix,  Mr.  Nerot  would  of  course  be  entitled  to  call 
for  an  account  of  it;  and  it  is  a  mO^t  singukr  circum-* 
stance  that  it  does  not  appear  that  during  the  long 
period  of  years  which  elapsed,  any  such  account  ever 
was  taken ;  nor  does  it  appear  that  she  accounted  for 
the  profits  (if  this  concern  to  hitn  at  any  period. 

It  appears  that  the  defendant  in  this  suit  was  very 
much  pressed  by  the  consideration  of  the  circumstance 
of  her  nevei"  haviiig  setded  her  fether  s  aflbirs,  as  far  as 
relates  to  this  concert,  with  Mr.  Nerot,  her  brother;  and 
upon  the  face  of  her  answer,  being  called  upon  to  ac- 
ixnint  in  consequente  of  the  bill  that  was  filed  on  her 
marriage  with  Mr.  Bumatid,  she  says,  that  shortly  after 
lier  father*s  death,  (and  she  states  this  upon  her  oath) 
an  agreement  was  entered  into,  and  that  the  agreeibent 
was  of  this  descriptibn :— that  the  property  was  to  bfc 
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1828.       valued  and  appraised  ;  she  was  to  pay  one  half,  she 
BURHAND     being  jointly  interested  in  it  with  her  brother,  and  take 

MBROT.  the  other  half  to  herself  This  is  the  defence  she  seb 
up  upon  the  Record.  Then  in  her  answer  she  says, 
this  business  was  not  carried  on  between  us  as  part- 
ners— it  was  carried  on  for  my  sole  exclusive  benefiL 
An  arrangement  was  made  between  us  soon  after  my 
father's  death,  by  which  it  was  stipulated  that  -I  should 
purchase  this  property.  A  valuation  was  made  in 
pursuance  of  that  agreement — I  did  purchase  the  pro- 
perty and  paid  you  the  valuation  for  your  share.  Hiii 
is  the  answer  she  gave  to  this  suit. 

The  case  coming  before  the  Vice-Chancellor  in  this 
shape,  he  directed  issues  on  the  application  (rf*  die 
parties,  and  he  allowed  Mi*s.  Burnand  in  those  iasnes 
every  possible  advantage,  for  he  allowed  her  to  be 
examined.  She  was  on  one  side  examined,  and  Mr. 
Nerot  on  the  other :  this  being  a  family  transaction, 
and  many  circumstances  probably  having  occurred  to 
which  they  alone  were  parties,  it  was  of  importanoe 
for  the  purpose  of  investigating  the  tnith,  that  both  of 
them  should  be  examined  before  the  jury.  The  isBaes 
were  tried  by  a  Special  Jury  in  the  Court  of  Common 
Pleas,  before  the  Lord  Chief  Justice.  The  invest^- 
tion  was  carried  on  widi  the  utmost  minuteness  for  t 
long  period  of  time,  and  the  result  was,  after  hearing 
and  judging  of  the  examination  of  Mrs.  Burnand  on 
the  one  side,  and  Mr.  Nerot  on  the  other,  that  the 
Jury  decided  that  no  such  agreement  as  that  on 
which  she  insisted  had  been  ever  entered  into  be- 
tween these  parties.  That  was  the  main  gitmnd  of 
defence  which  she  set  up  to  tlie  suit  of  Mr.  Nerot. 

Now  then,  look  at  the  probabilities  of  the  case,  ftr 
we  are  to  look  at  the  case  on  the  footing  of  probabi- 
lity.   They  were  jointly  interested  in  this  valuable 
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concern — no  agreement  was  made  by  Mr.  Nerot  to  1^28. 
part  with  that  interest.  The  business  was  carried 
on  in  the  same  form  and  manner  in  which  it  had 
been  carried  on  during  the  father  s  lifetime ;  and  no 
settlement  of  accounts  having  been,  as  it  is  said,  ever 
called  for  by  Mr.  Nerot,  it  is  supposed  that  Mr. 
Nerot  had  abandoned  all  interest  in  this  conceni, 
except,  as  it  stood  on  the  footing  in  which  it  was 
placed  at  the  period  of  the  father  s  death,  namely, 
according  to  the  valuation  then  taken.  The  story  is 
in  itself  most  improbable ;  it  is  not  likely  that  Mr. 
Nerot  should  have  abandoned  his  interest  in  this  con- 
cern, without  some  valuable  consideration ;  and  there 
is  no  evidence  whatever  for  the  pui-pose  of  shewing 
that  he  did  do  it.  An  attempt  was  made  to  prove 
an  agreement  of  that  description,  and  that  attempt 
entirely  failed.  But  the  question  does  not  rest  upon 
presumption  ;  a  witness  has  been  examined  in  the 
cause,  to  whose  deposition  I  will  refer,  and  that 
witness  was  examined  at  the  trials  which  is  a  most 
material  circumstance,  because  it  obviates  all  objec- 
tion to  his  credit.  He  was  examined  and  cross-exa- 
amined  upon  the  trial,  and  the  verdict  must  have 
proceeded  principally  on  the  reliance  the  jury  placed 
on  his  testimony.  Indeed,  I  may  say,  that  if  it  is 
impossible  they  could  have  found  the  verdict  they 
ultimately  pronounced  unless  they  believed  the  testi- 
mony of  Mr.  Gary,  and  if  the  testimony  of  Mr. 
Gary  is  to  be  believed,  there  is  absolutely  an  end  to 
the  case.  In  the  first  place  I  say,  it  is  highly  impro- 
bable, that  Mr.  Nerot  should  have  abandoned  his  inte- 
rest in  this  concern  unless  some  arrangement  of  that 
kind  had  been  entered  into  between  the  parties,  and  he 
had  received  an  equivalent  for  it ;  and  not  only  is 
there  no  evidence  of  such  an  agreement  being  entered 
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1B28.       into,  but  being  insisted  on,  it  is  n^;atived.  by  the 
Jury. 

The  probabilities  are,  therefore,  9H  against  th^ 
presumption  of  Mr.  Nerot's  having  entered  into 
such  an  agreement.  But  what  is  the  result  of  the 
positive  evidence  1  Mr.  Gary  says,  '^  I  was  em- 
ployed by  Mr.  Nerot  as  his  agent,  from  time  to  tixiMS^ 
to  inspect  the  accounts.  I  was  well  acquainted  with 
both  parties.  I  had  interviews  with  Mrs.  Buraaod 
from,  time  to  time,  and  she  over  and  over  again  de- 
clared that  the  business  was  carried  on  for  the  joint 
benefit  of  herself  and  her  brother."  If  Mr.  Gary  41 
to  be  believed  in  the  statement  he  thus  makes,  (and 
tlie  jufy  believed  his  statement  upon  the  occasioa  to 
which  I  am  reining),  is  it  not  obvious  that  there  is 
at  once  an  end  to  this  cause  "^  If  the  business  was  car^ 
i;ied  on  for  the  joint  benefit  of  these  parties,  it  is  per* 
fectly  clear  they  were  partners  in  the  business  so  carried, 
on.  The  business,  under  these  circumstances,  could 
i)Ot  iiave  been  carried  on  for  their  joint  benefit  unless 
they  were  partners  in  the  concern.  He  does  not 
state  that  on  one  occasion  alone,  but  he  repeats  this 
over  and  over  again  at  different  periods  of  his  en-^ 
dence,  and  his  evidence  is  irreconcileable  with  any 
other  supposition.  He  says,  '^  I  was  directed  to  ior 
vestigate  the  accounts  from  time  to  time;"  and  as 
he  acted  upon  these  directions  he  waited  on  Mj9. 
Bumand.  The  accounts  were  produced  to  him,  he 
was  dissatisfied  with  the  manner  in  which  they  were 
kept — he  remonstrated  with  her.  In  the  first  in* 
stance  she  stated  that  she  could  not  make  that  parti- 
cular account  more  perfect,  but  she  said,  ^^  nay  bnh 
ther  has  nothing  to  complain  of,  for  I  have  made  no 
purse  for  myself."  If  that  account  be  true,  it  is 
quite  obvious  that  at  that  particular  time  she  copsi- 
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dered  tbat  he  had  an  equal  interest  in  the  conoero  with  ^^^* 
hersdf.  At  subsequent  times,  he  says,  she  repeat-  burvano 
edly  declared  to  him  when  he  was  examining  and  in-  hsimt. 
vestigating  the  accounts,  that  the  bueraiess  was  carried 
en  for  their  jmnt  interest  and  joint  benefit.  This 
goes  down  to  a  late  period.  It  is  supposed  some  set- 
tlement of  account  had  taken  place  between  these 
parties;  that  money  had  been  paid,  and  that  Mr. 
Nerot  had  no  claim  whatever  on  Mrs.  Bumand.  It 
appears  that  the  last  time  these  accounts  were  inves- 
tigated, was  m  the  year  1816,  six  yeai^  after  the  pe- 
riod when  the  business  was  transferred  to  the  house 
in  Clifibrd  Street.  I  do  really  think,  therefore,  it  is 
impossible,  if  you  are  disposed  to  pfaice  reliance  on 
the  testimony  of  Mr.  Cary — ^if  yOu  believe  him  to  be 
a  witness  of  truth,  that  you  can  come  to  any  <Hher 
eonclusion  than  that  they  were  partners  in  the  trans^ 
action. 

I  again  advert  to  a  circumstance  which  I  think 
inost  materinl;  that  Mr.  Cary  is  not  here  merely 
giving  evidence  in  the  shape  of  depositions,  but 
with  respect  to  the  substance  6f  the  evidence  he 
has  given  in  the  shape  of  depositions,  he  has  been 
examined  vwd  voce  in  tiife  presetfce-  of  a  Jury,  and 
the  Jury  hate  pronounced  on  thd  d^;rde  of  credit  to 
which  he  is  entitled'.  Now  hotv  is  this  evidence  met  ? 
I  admie  that  it  is  met  in  the  first  instamse  by  the  evi- 
dence df  Mr.  Tetsall.  Mr.  Tetsall  says,  "  I  con- 
ducted thii»  business,  or  manned  this  business  on  the 
paart  rf  Itfrs.  Bumand."  He  was  the  head  waiter,  I 
believe,  in  the  concern ;  he  kept  the  accounts  and 
superintended  the  business,  btit  there  is  nothing  in 
the  evidence  of  Tetsall  inconsistent  with  the  evidence 
of  Mr.  Cary.  It  does  not  appear  tliat  Mr.  NcJrot  ever 
mtended  publicly  to  declare  himself  a  ptf rfnet  in  tfifs 
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1^.  business.  The  busiuess  was  always  carried  on  uoder 
the  name  of  Nerot's  Hotel.  Mr.  Nerot's  particular 
pursuits  were  of  a  different  description ;  he  never  ioh. 
terfered  in  the  management  of  the  Hotel,  and  there 
was,  therefore,  no  reason  why  Tetsall,  who  was  a 
waiter,  should  know  that .  Mr.  Nerot  was  a  partner. 
The  evidence  of  Mr.  Gary,  therefore,  is  perfectly 
reconcileable  with  that  of  Mr.  Tetsall. 

But  I  do  admit  that  the  case  is  considerably,  in 
point  of  evidence  and  effect,  assailed  by  die  letter  to. 
which  so  much  reference  has  been  made  in  the  pro- 
gress of  this  cause.  In  the  early  stages  of  it  I  read 
and  considered  that  letter  over  and  over  again,  and  ccm- 
sidered  the  explanations  which  were  given  to  it,  and 
I  confess  it  was  a  long  time  before  I  could  satisfy  my 
mind,  taking  tlie  whole  case  together,  that  this  evi- 
dence was  such  as  to  outweigh  the  inferences  to  be 
chawn  from  that  letter.  But  I  considered  this  cir- 
cumstance which  I  think  material,  and  which  has 
been  hinted  at  at  the  bar — ^the  letter  was  most  material 
evidence  in  the  case  before  the  Jury.  The  question 
before  the  Jury  was  this :  was  there  an  agreement 
entered  into  and  executed,  by  which  Mr.  Nerot  parted 
with  his  interest  in  the  concern?  That  was  the 
(]uestion  at  issue  before  the  Jury ; — ^to  impeach  that  it 
was  most  material  to  produce  this  letter,  in  which  he 
called  this  property  her's.  And  those  arguments  which 
have  been  raised  in  this  instance,  were  raised  bdbre 
the  Jury,  and  were  considered  by  the  Jury-  They 
were  investigated,  sifted,  and  examined  by  the  Judge» 
and  the  result  of  the  whole  was,  that  notwithstanding 
that  letter,  the  Jury  found  a  verdict  negativing  the 
fact  of  such  an  agreement.  I  conceive,  that  under 
the  circumstances  the  letter  has  with  reference  to  the 
substantial  (juestion  which  you  are  now  considering 
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beeu  weighed,  sifted,  and  examined  by  the  Jury ;  ^^28. 
and  I  think,  taking  the  case  altogether,  whatever  buritaiid 
suspicions  that  letter  may  raise  in  my  mind,  and 
whether  or  not  I  am  perfectly  satisfied  with  the  ex- 
planation given  in  respect  to  it, — taking  the  whole 
case  together,  I  think  the  balance  of  evidence  is  so 
strong  in  favour  of  the  Respondent,  that  I  am  bound 
to  consider  that  a  partnership  has  existed  between  the 
parties. 

I  admit  there  is  evidence  on  both  sides,  and  in  the 
earlier  stage  of  this  inquiry,  perhaps  before  the  Vice- 
Chancelk>r,  if  I  had  been  sitting  in  that  court,  and 
I  had  been  asked  to  direct  an  issue,  for  the  pur- 
pose of  trying  the  question  concerning  partnership,  I 
should,  without  hesitation,  have  acceded  to  that  pro- 
position, and  directed  it ;  but  the  parties  never  re- 
quested an  issue  to  try  the  question  of  partnership, 
which  it  was  competent  for  them  to  ask  for.  When 
the  case  afterwards  came  before  Lord  Eldon,  and 
was  there  examined,  sifted,  and  discussed,  they  never 
requested  an  issue  for  the  purpose  of  trying  that 
question.  The  question  afterwards  came  before  me, 
and  was  again  examined  and  discussed  at  a  con- 
siderable length,  but  the  parties  never;  during  any 
of  those  discussions,  requested  such  issue.*  Thinking, 
and  indeed  being  satisfied,  as  I  am,  that  the  balance 
of  evidence .  is  strong  in  favour  of  a  partnership,  I 
cannot  recommend  to  you  in  this  last  stage  of  the 
cause,  to  direct  an  issue  for  the  purpose  of  commen- 
cing again,  as  it  were,  the  investigation  and  trial  of  a 
case  which  has  already  lasted  so  many  years. 

Having  paid  great  attention  to  the  evidence,  (and  it 
is  a  question  of  fact),  I  recommend  to  you,  under  these 

•  See  the  dictum  of  Lord  Redesdale  in  McNeill  v.  CMli.  2 
Bli.  (UtSer.)p.261. 
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l^.  circumstances,  to  find  that  a  partnership  has  been 
sufficiently  established.  If  a  partnership  has  been 
sufficiently  established,  the  next  question  is  as  to  tlie 
house  in  Clifford  Street.  It  appears  to  me  that  it 
must  follow  the  fate  of  the  other  question  ;  because, 
looking  to  the  evidence  of  Mr.  Gary  as  to  sorns  of 
money  advanced,  looking  to  the  answer  and  die 
manner  in  which  that  answer  is  sworn  as  to  the  fond 
out  of  which  the  purchase  money  was  paid,  it  is  quite 
impossible  not  to  come  to  the  ctmdusion  that  it 
out  of  the  proceeds  of  that  concern  this  house 
purchased ; — it  was  purchased  out  of  the  proceeds  of 
the  concern  for  the  purpose  of  the  concern,  in  order 
to  carry  on  the  business  of  the  partnership ;  and  if 
this  lady  has  herself  paid  more  than  her  share  of  tlie 
purchase  money,  she  will  have  the  benefit  of  that  ia 
taking  the  account;  but  being  purchased  for  the 
purpose  of  carrying  on  the  concern,  in  conseqaenoe  of 
the  expiration  of  the  former  lease,  the  establishment 
having  been  removed  into  that  house,  the  furnitoe 
and  stock  having  been  all  taken  there,  that  hooR 
having  been  employed  for  the  purpose  of  the  trade, 
Mr.  Nerot,  having,  during  the  progress  of  the  negotia- 
tion advanced  money  for  the  purpose  of  completing  die 
purchase ;  and  the  purchase  having  been  paid  ibr 
principally  out  of  the  proceeds  of  the  concern  ;  if  the 
concern  is  to  be  treated  as  a  partnership  concern,  this 
house  also  must  be  considered  partnership  property. 
Under  these  circumstances,  I  should  humbly  recom- 
mend to  you  that  the  Decree  in  the  Court  below  be 
affirmed ;  and  I  think  it  ought  to  be  affirmed  with 
1^/.  costs. 


Judgment  Affirmed,  with  100/.  costs. 
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IRELAND.  ^:.„. 


(court   of   CllANCEiiy*) 

The  Right  Honourable  Henry  Au- 

GU9Tus»  Lord  Viscoitnt  Dix.lon,  J^  Aj^ellanix 
and  Charles  Butler,  Esq.  -   - 


"William    Plaskett    and    James 
Brett  -.------^ 


>  Respondents. 


D.  having  an  estate  for  life  in  lands,  situate  in  England  and 
Ireland,  assigned  them,  together  with  his  furniture,,  &c.,  by 
aeyeral  indentures,  to  Trustees  for  a  term,  of  99  years,  if  he 
sbould  80  long  live,  in  trust,  out  of  the  rents  and  profits,  atter 
satisfaction  of  a.  jointure,  prior  to  the  lifts  estate  apd  the  interest 
of  a  mortgage,  and  certain  annuities  created  by  the  Appellant, 
to  pay  to  the  Appellant  an  acuity  of  5,000/.,  and  to  his  cre- 
ditors by  bond,  judgment,  and  simple  contract,  (parties  to  the 
deed  of  assignment),  interest  at  the  rate  of  5/.  per  cent,  upon 
their  respective  debts;  and  to  apply  the  surplus  from  time  to 
time  in  the  gradual  extinction  of  the  capitjjil  of  the,  debts. 

The  creditors  generally  executed  the  deed  of  trust  and  assignment 
by  ^hich  they  covenanted  not  to  sue  the  Appellant.  But  F.  and 
B.,  creditors  of  D.,  by  simple  contract,  having  obtained  judg- 
ment  for  their  debts,  first  in  England  and  aflerwards  in  Ire- 
land, sued  out  a  writ  of  Jieri  facias^  directed  to  the  Sheriff  of  the 
county  of  R.  in  Ireland,  who  seized  the  goods  of  D.,  but  refused 
to  sell  them,  in  consequence  of  a  claim  made  by  the  Trustees  to 
whom  they  had  been  assigned  by  D.  Whereupon  P.  and  B.,  in 
1820,  filed  a  Bill  in  Chancery  in  Ireland,  on  behalf  of  them- 
selves and  other  creditors  of  D,,  which  stated  these  facts;  and, 
setting  forth,  in  part,  the  deed  of  trust  and  assignment  as  it 
appeared  in  the  registry  -,  but,  alleging  that  they  were  ignorant 
of  the  trusts,  prayed  that  the  Defendants  might  set  forth  the  deed, 
and  that  the  creditors  might  have  power  to  elect  to  take  the  be- 
nefit of  the  deed ;  or  otherwise,  that  it  might  be  declared  fraudu- 
lent  and  void  as  to  them,  and  that  in  the  meantime  a  receiver  of 
the  rent^  might  be  appointed,  and  tliat  they  might  be  applied  in 
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18-28. 


LORD  DILLOM 

r. 
PLAIKCTT. 


payment  of  the  debts.  After  the  bill  was  filed  two  of  the  trus- 
tees died,  and  two  new  trustees  were  appointed.  D.  and  the 
saryiving  trustee  put  in  their  answers. 

In  1824  P.  and  B.  filed  a  supplemental  bill  against  D.,  and  the 
surviving  trustee,  stating  the  deed  of  assignment  and  trust ; 
that  under  it  D.  was  entitled  to  a  rent  charge  issuing  oat 
of  the  lands  held  in  trust  by  the  surviving  trustee,  and  that 
they  had  sued  out  an  elegit  against  D.  for  the'  sum  of 
l,(K27/.y  directed  to  the  Sheriff  of  R..  who  returned  that  D. 
or  his  trustee  was  seised  of  a  freehold  rent  issuing  oat  of 
lands  in  the  county  of  R. ;  one  moiety  of  which  he  had  deli- 
vered to  P.  and  B.  to  hold,  &c.,  till  they  had  levied  the  damages 
marked  on  the  writ.  They  claimed  by  the  bill  to  be  entitled 
either  to  a  moiety  of  the  lands  or  of  the  rent  charge,  or  to  have 
satisfaction  of  their  judgment  out  of  the  annuity  payable  to  D. 
under  the  trusts  of  the  deed.  Upon  these  grounds  they  prayed 
by  their  bill  a  receiver  either  of  a  moiety  of  the  lands  compri- 
sed in  the  Sheriff's  return  to  the  writ,  to  the  extent  of  onemoietjr 
of  the  5,000/.  per  aunum,  or  of  the  lands  comprised  in  the  deeds 
of  assignment  and  trust ;  and  after  satisfaction  of  the  charges 
having  priority  according  to  the  trusts  of  the  deed,  that  a  moiety 
or  a  competent  part  of  the  5,000/.  per  annum  might  be  applied 
in  payment  of  their  demand,  and  that  the  trustee  might  be  re- 
strained from  paying  the  annuity  to  D.  till  the  demand  was 
satisfied. 

After  the  filing  of  the  bill  two  orders  were  made,  one  for  the 
appointment  of  a  receiver,  the  other  restraining  the  trustee 
from  paying  the  annuity  to  D.,  to  the  amount  of  1,200/. 
The  trustee,  by  his  answer,  suggested  that  his  co-trustees 
and  the  creditors  of  D.  were  necessary  parties  to  the  suit. 
D.,  by  his  answer,  insisted  upon  the  validity  of  the  deed  and 
priority  of  the  trusts,  (including  his  own  annuity],  over  the 
judgmentof  P.  and  B.  As  soon  as  the  answers  were  filedy 
applications  were  made  to  the  Master  of  the  Rolls  on  the  part 
of  D.,  to  discharge  the  receiver  and  rescind  the  injunction ; 
and  on  the  part  of  P.  and  B.  to  continue  the  receiver  and  in- 
j  unction  till  the  hearing,  which  was  granted,  and  the  motion  of 
D.  was  refused;  and  tliis  decision  was  affirmed  on  appeal  to 
the  Lord  Chancellor  of  Ireland. 

Held  affirming  the  judgments  of  the  courts  below,  that  iinder 
the  circumstances  above  stated,  the  orders  appointing  a  re- 
ceiver, and  restraining  the  surviving  trustee  from  paying  the 
annuity  to  D.,  were  properly  made ;  that  it  was  not  necessai^ 
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for  this  purpose  that,  the  prior  IncumbraDcerSy  nor  the  credi-         1828, 
tors,  parties  to  the  deed  of  trust,  nor  the  substituted  trustees,  ^j^^^^q,, 
should  be  parties  to  the  suit.  Held,  also,  that  the  defects  in  the  v. 

Sheriff's  return  to  the  elegit  were  immaterial,  as  no  return 
is  necessary,  and  the  suing  out  an  elegit  is  sufficient  to  ground 
the  equity.  Held,  further,  that  one  elegit  is  sufficient,  although 
the  rent  was  payable  out  of  lands  in  three  counties. 


FLASK  BTT. 


By  an  Indenture  bearing  date  the  4th  of  July, 
1815,  and  made  between  the  Appellant  the  Viscount 
Dillon,  of  the  first  part;  the  several  persons  whose 
names  and  additions  were  written  in  the  first  schedule 
to  the  indenture,  creditors  of  Viscount  Dillon,  by 
jointure,  rent- charge,  or  annuity,  of  the  second  part ; 
the  several  persons,  whose  names  and  additions  were 
written  in  the  second  schedule  to  the  indenture, 
creditoi-s  of  Viscount  Dillon,  by  bond  and  judgment, 
or  by  one  of  such  securities,  of  the  third  part ;  the 
several  persons  whose  names  and  additions  were  set 
forth  in  the  third  schedule  to  the  indenture,  creditors 
c{  Viscount  Dillon  by  simple  contract,  of  the  fourth 
part ;  and  the  Appellant  Charles  Butler,  and  Ed- 
ward Jerniugham,  and  John  Hosier,  deceased,  on  the 
fifth  part :  After  reciting,  that  by  virtue  of  indentures  of 
lease  and  re-lease,  bearing  date  respectively  the  13th 
and  l4th  of  July,  1803  ;  and  in  consequence  of  the 
subsequent  decease  of  Charles  Viscount  Dillon,  the 
Appellant  Viscount  Dillon,  was  seised  or  entitled, 
during  the  term  of  his  life,  without  impeachment  of 
waste,  and  with  several  remainders  over  in  strict 
settlement,  and  with  various  special  powers  and 
authorities,  of  or  to  several  manors,  capital  and  other 
messuages,  lands,  tenements,  and  other  heredita- 
ments, situate  in  the  county  of  Oxford ;  and  of  or  to 
several  castles,  manors,  messuages,  land»,  tenements, 
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^^^-      and  other  hereditaments,  situate  in  the  coitnties  of 
LORD  DILLON  Mayo,  Roscomoion,  and  Westmeath,  in  Ireland;  bat 
PLAFKETT.    that  such  of  the  said  estates  as  were  situate  in  Ire- 
land were  subject  to  a  rent-charge  of  2,0002.  by  the 
said  indenture  of  release  and  settlement,  limited  to 
Mary  Viscountess  Dowager  Dillon,  and  her  assigns,  for 
her  life,  and  to  the  powers  and  remedies  therdiy 
given,  and  to  a  term  of  200  years  thereby  created, 
for  enforcing  payment  thereof;  and  further  redtilig 
that  the  Appellant  Viscount  Dillon  had  charged,  or 
othenvise  secured  upon  the  English  and  Irish  estates, 
or  some  of  them,  divers  annuities  payable  during  his 
life,  or  during  terms  of  years  determinable  on  his  de^ 
cease,  and  the  amount  of  each  of  the  said  annuities, 
and  the  name  or  names  of  the  person  or  persons  to 
whom  the  same  were  payable  were  set  forth  in  tk 
first  schedule  thereto  annexed ;  and  that  the  Ap- 
pellant Viscount  Dillon  was   indebted  to  different 
persons  by  bond  or  judgment,  or  botli  sudi  securi- 
ties, in  considerable  sums  of  money,  and  the  same, 
or  a  principal  part  thereof,  were  set  forth  in  the 
cond  schedule  thereunto  annexed ;  and  that  he 
also  indebted  to  several  other  persons   by   8iiA|ik 
contract  in  various  otlier  siuns  of  money,  and  that  the 
same,  or  the  principal  part  thereof,  were  set  fbrth  in 
the  third  schedule  thereto  annexed :    And  that  ill 
oi-der  to  provide  for  the  discharge  of  the  said  sevend 
annuities  and  debts,  and  for  the  subsistence  of  die 
Appellant  Viscount  Dillon,  and  the  management  of 
his  affairs  hi  the  interim,  it  had  been  agreed  between 
the  several  parties  thereto,  that  the  Appellant  Vis- 
count Dillon  should  grant  and  demise  the  lands  iki 
Ireland  and  England,  of  which,  under  the  indentures 
of  the  13th  and  14th  of  July,  1803,  he  was  fj^tiltt 
for  life^  but  subject  to  the  several  ehtil^eS  aUd  incufii- 
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bi'ances  affecting  the  same  estates,  or  any  of  them,       ^^®' 
unto  Charles  Butler,  Edward  Jemingham,  and  John  lord  dillok 
Hosier,  their  executors,  administrators,  or  assigns, 
for  the  term  of  ninety-nine  years,  if  the  Appellant 
Viscount.  Dillon  should  so  long  live,  upon  the  trusts 
and  subject  to  the  powers,  provisoes,  and  agreements 
thereinafter  expressed :   And  that  he  ehould  assign 
all  his  household  goods  and  furniture  in  his  mansion 
house  at  Ditchley,  in  the  ccmnty  of  Oxford,  and  at 
Lougl^lyn  in  Ireland,  unto  Charles  Butler,  Edward 
Jemingbun,  and  John  Hosier,  their  executors,  ad- 
ministrators, and  assigns,  upaa  the  trusts,  and  sub- 
ject to  the  powers,  provisoes,  agreements,  and  decla- 
tions  thereinafter  contained :     And  also    that  the 
Appellant  Viscount  Dillon  should  eSect  one  or  more 
insurance  or  insurances  on  his  own  life  for  the  sum 
of  15,000/.,  or  for  several  sums  of  money  amounting 
in  the  whole  to  that  sum ;    and  that  the  said  poKcy  * 
or  policies  should  be  taken  in  the  name  of  Viscount 
Dillon,   and  assigned  by  him  to    Charles  Butler, 
Edward  Jerningham,  and  John  Hosier,  their  execu- 
tors, administrators,  and  assigns,  upcm  such  trusts  as 
are  thereinafter  expressed:  And  that  in  ccmsidera- 
tkm  of  the  provisions  so  to  be  made  by  Viscount 
Dilbn  for  the  payment  of  debts  owing  by  him  to  the 
parties  thereto  of  the  third  and  fourth  parts  respec- 
tively, they  should  enter  into  the  covenants  and 
agreements  thereinafter  contained,  and  that  in  pur- 
suance of  the  said  agreements,  Viscount  Dillon  had 
effected  such  insurances :    And  that  by  an  indenture 
bearing  even   date,   and    made  between   Viscount 
Dillon  of  the  one  part,  and  Charles  Butler,  Edward 
Jerningham,   and  John  Hosier  of  the  other  part, 
Viscount    Dillon    had  granted  and    demised   unto 
Charles   Butler,    Edward    Jerningham,    and.  John 
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1828.       Hosier,  their  executors,  administrators*  and  assigns, 
LORD  DiLLoM  all  and  every  the  freehold  castles,  baronies,  manon, 
PLAiKETT.    farmS)  towns,  rents,  messuages,  mills,   lands,  teoe- 
ments,  tithes  and  hereditaments,  situate,  arising,  and 
being  in  the  counties  of  Mayo,    Roscommon,   and 
Westmeath,  and  in  the  baronies  of  Costello  and  Boyle, 
in  Ireland,  and  therein  particularly  mentioned  and 
set  forth,  with  their  respective  rents  and  profits,  in 
the  schedule  written  under  or  annexed  to  the  said 
indenture  ;  and  ^1  other  the  castles,  baronies,  ma- 
nors, messuages,    lands    and    other    hereditaments 
whatsoever,  situate  and  being  in  the  said  counties,  or 
any  of  them,  or  elsewhere  in  Ireland,  which  he  the 
said  Viscount  Dillon,  or  any  person  or   persons  in 
trust  for  him,  or  for  his  use,  was  or  were  seised  of  or 
entitled  to  for  the  term  of  his  life,  or  for  any  other 
estate  of  freehold,  or  right  or  interest  whatsoever,  in 
^  possession,  revei-sion,  remainder,  use^  trust,   or  ex- 
pectancy, under  or  by  virtue  of  the  said  indentom 
of  lease  and  release,  or  otherwise,  to  hold  the  same, 
(subject  and  charged  as  therein  mentioned,  and  abo 
subject  and  without  prejudice  to  the  powers  by  the 
said  indentures  of  release  and  settlement  created  and 
in  anywise  relating,  annexed,  or  collateral   to  the 
life  estate  or   interest  thereby  limited  to  Viscoont 
Dillon,  in  the  said  hereditaments,  and  to  the  uses, 
trusts,  and  charges  to  be  created  by  an  exercise  of 
the  said  powers,  or  any  of  them),  unto  Charles  Bot- 
ler,   Edward  Jerningham,    and  John  Hosier,  their 
executors,  administratDrs,  and  assigns,  fix)m  thence- 
forth for  the  term  of  ninety-nine  years,  if  Viscount 
Dillon  should  so  long  live,  without  impeachment  of 
waste,  upon  such  trusts,  and  subject  to  such  powen, 
provisoes,  declarations,  and  agreements  as   shonU 
be  expressed  concerning  the  same,  in  an  indehtnce 
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therein  meDtioned,  to  be  then  aheady  prepared  and  l®28. 
eagroBsed,  and  to  be  intended  to  bear  even  date  with  ja>rd  duj-oit 
the  same,  and  to  be  made  between  the  persons  therciu  p^^.^', 
named,  being  the  same  persons  as  are  parties  to 
the  indenture  now  in  recital :  And  that  by  the 
said  indenture  the  Appellant  Viscount  Dillon,  in  fur- 
iher  pursuance  of  his  said  agreement,  assigned  to 
Charles  Butler,  Edward  Jemingham,  and  John 
Hosier,  their  executors,  administrators  and  assigns, 
all  and  singular  the  household  goods,  furniture,  plate, 
linen  and  china  of  him  the  said  Henry  Augustus 
Viscount  Dillon,  then  being  in  or  about  his  capital 
messuage  or  mansion  house  at  Loughglyn  (being  part 
of  the  estates  therembefore  demised),  to  hold  the 
same  unto  Charles  Butler,  Edward  Jerningham,  and 
Jc^  Hosier,  their  executors,  administrators,  and 
assigns,  upon  and  for  such  trusts,  intents,  and  pur- 
poses, and  with,  under,  and  subject  to  such  powers, 
provisoes,  agreements,  and  declarations,  as  were  or 
should  be  expressed  or  contained  of  or  concerning 
the  same,  in  and  by  the  said  indenture  thereinbefore 
mentioned,  to  be  then  already  prepared  and  en- 
grossed, and  to  bear  even  date  with  the  same ;  It  is 
by  the  indenture  now  in  recital  witnessed,  that  in 
pursuance  of  the  said  recited  agreement  with  respect 
to  the  demise  agreed  to  be  made  of  the  said  Oxford- 
shire estates  thereinafter  mentioned,  and  in  consider- 
ation of  the  covenant  and  agreement  thereinafter 
entered  into  by  the  parties  to  the  indenture  now  in 
recital  of  the  third  and  fourth  parts,  and  for  the 
Bominal  consideration  therein  mentioned,  the  Ap- 
pellant Viscount  Dillon  granted  and  demised  unto 
Charles  Butler,  Edward  Jemingham,  and  ^John 
Hosier,  their  executors,  and  administrators,  all  aad 
every  the  manors,  farafis^  capital  and  either  messuages; 
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1828.       mills,   lands,   tenemeuts,   tithes,  and  hereditament, 
LORD  DiLLow  situatc,  arlsing,  and  being  in  the  county  of  Qxfiml, 
KMT.    or  elsewhere  in  England,  of  or  to  which  he.  Viscount 
Dillon,  or  any  persons  in  trust  for  him,  were  seiaed 
or  entitled  for  the  term  of  his  life,  or  for  any  other 
estate  of  freehold  or  right  or  interest  whatsoever,  in 
possession,  reversion,  remainder,  use,  trust,  or  ex- 
pectancy, under  the  said  recited  indentures  of  lease 
and  re-lease  as  aforesaid,  or  otherwise,  and  which,  or 
the  principal  parts  whereof,  were  in  the  same  indai- 
tures,  or  one  of  them,  particularly  described  and  set 
forth,  with  their  appurtenances ;  to  hold  the  same, 
subject  and  charged  as  thereinbefore  is  mentioDed, 
and  subject  and  without  prejudice  to  the  powers  i^ 
the  said  indentures  of  re-lease  and  settlement,  cre- 
ated, and  in  any  wise  annexed  or  collateral  to  the  life 
estate  and  interest  thereby  limited  to  Viscount  DilloBi 
and  to  the  uses,  trusts,  or  cliarges  to  be  created  by  an 
exercise  of  the  said  powers,  or  any  of  them,  unto 
Charles    Butler,    Edward   Jemingham,    and   John 
Hosier,  their  executors,  administratCKrs,  and  assigns, 
from  the  day  next  liefore  the  day  of  the  date  thereof, 
for  and  during  and  unto  the  full  end  and   term  d 
ninety-nine  years  from  thenceforth  next  ensuing,  if 
Viscount  Dillon  should  so  long   live,   without  im- 
peachment of  waste ;  upon  the  trusts,  and  subject  to 
the  powers,  provisoes,  agreements,  and  decluatioDi 
thereinafter  expressed:   And  it  is  furthar  witnesnd 
that  for  the  considerations  aforesaid,  and  in  {bitlMr 
pursuance  of  the  said  agreement,  the  Appcdhnt  Vis- 
count Dillon  bargained  and  set  over    unto  Chaiki 
Butler,  Edward  Jerningham,  and  Jdm  Hosier,  their 
executors  and  administrators,  tlie  household  goodsi 
furniture,  plate,  books,  pictures,  engravings,  dnw- 
ings,  statues,  linen  and  chma,  and  other  articles  fir 
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household  use  or  ornament,  then  heinsc  in  or  about       ^^28. 
his  mansion  house  at  Ditchley  in  the  county  of  Ox-  lord  duxoh 
ford ;  to  hdd  the  same  unto  Charles  Butler,  Edward    ^jj^^jtn. 
Jemingham,  and  John  Hosier,  their  executors,  ad- 
ministrators, and  assigns,  from  thenceforth  as  fully 
and  effectually  as  Viscount  Dillon,   his    executors, 
administrators,    or    assigns    could    or    might  have 
otherwise  had  or  been  entitled  to  the  same;  but 
upon  the  trusts,  and  subject  to  the  powers,  provisoes, 
and  agreements  thereinafter  declared ;    (diat  is  to 
say)  upon  trust,  that  Charles  Butler,  Edward  Jer- 
ningham,  and  John  Hosier,  their  executora,  admi- 
nistrators, and   assigns,  should  forthwith  enter  into 
the  possession  and  receipt  of  the  rents  and  profits  of 
the   said    several  mansion   houses,  manors,   farms, 
messuages,   lands,    tithes,   hereditaments,   furniture, 
and  other  the  premises  so  severally  demised  and 
assigned  as  aforesaid ;   and  should,  during  the  con- 
tinuance of  the  trusts  thereinafter  declared  for  the  pay- 
ment o(  the  said  debts,  remain  in  such  possession  and 
receipt,  and  in  the  management  of  the  said  estates, 
and  every  of  them,  by  means  of  such  agents  and  re- 
ceiver   as    thereinafter   mentioned:     And   it  was 
thereby  agreed  and  declared,  that  Charles  Butler, 
Edward  Jemingham,  and  John  Hosier,  their  exe- 
cutors, administrators  and  assigns,  should  from  time 
to  time  apply  the  rents,  issues,  and  profits  of  the 
mansions,  manors,  farms,  messuages,   lands,   tithes, 
and  other  premises,  so  thereby  and   by  the  said 
indenture  of  equal  date,  therewith  respectively  de- 
mised, when  and  as  the  same  should  become  due, 
and  be  actually  received  by  them  upon  the  trusts 
following  ;  (that  is  to  say,)  in  the  first  place  to  dis- 
charge thereout  all  taxes,  rates,    and  assessments 
imposed  and  to  be  imposed  upmi  the  premises,  and 
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''-^  sue  expenses  </(  puttiiig  and  keepme  in  repair  the 
^^.>«  '^ae^^eml  maaskm  hooves  and  ocber  bniHings  thereon, 
^  »*!«rr  ^sd  the  wages  and  boafd  of  proper  servants  ftr 
taking  care  of  the  said  mansaons  and  the  {urnitiire 
therein,  and  ako  the  reasonable  sahiies  and  allow- 
ances of  the  agents  and  reoeivefs  of  the  Irish  and 
EnzJHli  esftates;  and  likewise  all  expenses  attending 
the  execntion  of  the  trusts  thereby  decbred,  and  fir 
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kepfiinji;  and  auditing  the  aecountSv  and  pa3ring  die 
annual  interest  and  other  charges,  and  in  preparing 
ami  rfngrossing  deeds  relative  to  the  trests  intended 
to  be  thereby  created ;  and  in  the  second  place,  or  if 
it  sIkiuM  \)e  HO  required  by  Mary,  Viscountess  Dillon, 
her  executrirs,  administrator,  or  assigns,  prior  to 
such  of  the  foregoing  purposes  as  respect  the  charges 
ijT  debts  subsequent  in  legal  or  equitable  precedence 
to  the  jointure  rent-charge  of  Mary,  ViscounteH 
Dillon,  should  by  and  out  of  the  rents,  issues,  and 
profits  of  the  estates  in  Ireland,  pay  to  Mary,  Vis- 
countess Dillon,  and  her  ass^ns,  during  so  many 
years  of  the  term  of  ninety-nine  years,  determinable 
as  aforesaid,  as  she  should  happen  to  live,  the  said 
rent-charge  of  2,000/.  of  kwful  British  mon^, 
provided  for  her  by  the  indenture  of  the  i4th  of 
July,  1803,  as  thereby  appointed;  and,  in  the  third 
place,  shoukl  (but  as  to  such  of  the  premises  in  the 
county  (»f  Oxfonl  as  are  charged  with  the  thereia- 
nftei*  mentioned  mortgage  debt  of  4,600/.  sulgect 
to  tlie  trusts  thereinafter  expressed  of  and  concemi^g 
the  said  sum  of  4,500/.,  and  the  interest  thereof) 
by  and  out  of  the  rents,  issues,  and  profits  of  the 
manors  and  other  the  premises,  by  the  indenture  oovr 
in  recital,  and  the  indenture  of  equal  date,  pay  to  the 
several  persons  for  the  time  being  entitled  to  receive 
the  same,  as  well  the  several  annuities  set  fiirth4n 
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the  first  schedule  thereto  annexed,  with  such  addition  ^^ 
to  each  as  might  be  occasioned  by  any  extra  insurancei  u»kd  dillom 
to  be  paid  by  each  for  extra  risk  of  the  Appellant 
Viscount  Dillon  at  sea,  or  his  residing  out  of  the 
kingdom,  as  also  any  annuity  or  annuities  which 
might  be  granted  by  Charles  Butler,  Edward  Jer- 
ningham,  and  John  Hosier,  their  executcHrs,  adminis- 
trators, or  assigns,  together  with  the  Appellant  Vis- 
count Dillon,  under  the  power  thereinafter  for  that 
purpose  contained :  and  likewise  ^ould,  by  such  rents, 
issues,  and  profits,  of  the  allotments  or  parcels  of  land 
end  hereditaments  already  charged  with  the  said  sum  of 
4,600/.,  pay,  or  cause  to  be  paid,  acc<Mtling  to  the  pri- 
ority of  security,  to  Richard  PhilUps,  his  executors, 
administrators,  and  assigns,  the  yearly  int^est  of  the 
sum  of  4,500/. ,  raised  l^  way  of  mortgage,  by  Charles 
Viscount  Dillon,  the  father  of  the  Appellant  Viscount 
DiUoa,  under  the  powers  of  an  Act  of  Parliament 
passed  for  divkling  and  enclosing  the  open  fields  and 
^ammcm  and  waste  lands  in  Spelsbury,  in  the  county 
of  Oxfimi,  and  secured  on  such  d  the  premises 
thereby  demised,  as  were  aUotted  or  otherwise  af- 
fected by  tlie  said  Act;  and,  in  the  fourth  place, 
should,  by  and  out  of  the  rents,  issues,  and  profits  of 
the  said  several  hereditaments,  (bat  sulyect  as  afore- 
saidy)  pay  the  yearly  premiums  to  become  payable 
upon,  and  all  other  expenses  whld^  might  att^  the 
policies  of  insurance,  effected  or  to  be  effected  in  the 
name  of  the  Appellant  Viscount  Dillon,  and  by  him 
ass^ned  or  intended  to  be  assigned  to  Charles  Butler, 
Edward  Jemingham,  and  John  Hosier,  and  particu- 
.larly  the  annual  premium  on  a  separate  insurance  of 
3,000/..  made  or  to  be  made  on  the  life  of  the  Appellant 
Viscount  DiUon,  for  the  benefit  of  the  persons  therein 
mentioned ;  and,  in  (he  fifth  plac^  should,  out  of  the 
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1828.  rents,  issues,  and  profits  of  the  hereditaments  and 
premises  thereby,  and  by  the  indenture  of  equal  dale 
therewith  demised,  (but  subject  as  aforesaid,)  pay 
to  the  Appellant  Viscount  Dillon,  and  his  a8sigii8» 
during  the  term  of  ninety-nine  years,  determinable  as 
aforesaid,  an  annuity  of  6,000/.  of  British  money,  id 
such  manner  as  therein  mentioned ;  and  should,  by 
and  out  of  the  said  last-mentioned  rents,  issues,  and 
profits,  pay  to  the  several  persons,  parties  thereto,  flf 
the  third  and  fourth  parts  respectively,  being  credi- 
tors of  the  Appellant  Viscount  Dillon,  by  bond  and 
judgment,  or  by  one  of  such  securities,  and  by  simple 
contract  respectively,  and  their  several  executxn, 
administrators,  and  assigns,  interest  at  the  rate  of  6L 
per  cent,  per  annum  upon  their  respective  debts  and 
demands  set  forth  in  the  second  and  third  sehedoles 
thereto  annexed,  or  upon  so  much  thereof  respecdTO- 
ly  as  should  from  time  to  time  i-emain  due  and  an* 
paid,  virith  interest,  to  be  paid  as  therein  mentkaied; 
and,  in  the  sixth  place,  when  the  clear  residue  of  tk 
rents,  issues,  and  profits  of  the  manors,  farms,  mes^ 
suages,  lands,  tithes,  and  other  premises  ^nised  bj 
the  indenture  now  in  recital,  and  the  indentnre  of 
equal  date  therewith,  which  should  remain  after  an- 
swering the  several  purposes  aforesaid,  should  amooBt 
to  the  sum  of  2^.  6d.  in  the  pound  of  or  upon  die 
respective  debts  and  demands  of  the  several  peraoiiBt 
parties  thereto,  of  the  third  and  fourth  parts  respee- 
tively,  should  apply  such  surplus  rents,  issues,  and 
profits  among  the  several  persons,  parties  theteto,  of 
the  third  and  fourth  parts  respectively,  or  the  sevenl 
executors,  administrators,  or  assigns,  in  proportion, 
and  according  to  their  several  debts  and  demands  set 
opposite  their  respective  names  in  the  said  second  and 
third  schedules    thereto  annexed^  in  and  towards  the 
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dischai^  thereof,  regard  being  had  only  to  the  ^^^• 
quantity  thereof,  and  not  to  the  priority  of  time  of,  i.ord  dillo« 
or  the  nature  of  the  securities  for  the  same,  or  any  plaskbtt. 
other  circumstance  of  preference ;  and  afterwards, 
iitim  time  to  time,  to  apply  the  future  residue  or 
surplus  of  the  rents,  issues,  and  profits,  when,  and  as 
oiien  as  the  same  should  amount,  after  answering  the 
several  purposes  aforesaid,  to  the  sum  of  28.  ScL  in 
the  pound,  of  or  upon  the  last-mentioned  several 
debts  and  demands,  in  and  towards  the  discharge 
thereof,  in  like  manner  until  the  same  should  thereby 
OF  oth^^se  be  wholly  dischai^ed,  or  the  Appellant 
Viscount  Dillon  should  depart  this  life  ;  reserving, 
however,  upon  the  first,  or  any  other  distribution, 
the  dividends  which  might  belong  to  any  disputed 
ddbts  or  demands  until  the  same  should  be  ascer- 
tained as  thereinafter  directed;  and  lastly,  should 
stand  and  be  possessed  of  and  interested  in  the  ulti- 
mate residue  or  surplus,  if  any,  of  the  rents,  issues, 
and  profits  which  should  remain,  after  making  the 
several  payments  and  answering  the  several  purposes 
thereinbefore  directed  and  declared ;  and  also  of  and 
in  the  said  manors,  £u*ms,  messuages,  lands,  tithes, 
and  other  premises  demised,  or  intended  so  to  be,  by 
the  indenture  now  in  recital,  and  the  indenture  of 
equal  date  therewith,  and  every  part  thereof,  when 
and  as  soon  as  the  several  trusts  thereinbefore  de- 
clared, should  be  fiilly  performed,  in  trust  for  the  Ap- 
pellant Viscount  Dillon,  his  executors,  administrators, 
and  assigns  respectively :  And  it  was  thereby  agreed 
and  declared,  that  Charles  Butler,  Edward  Jeming- 
ham  and  John  Hosier,  their  executors,  administrators, 
and  assigns,  should  stand  and  be  possessed  of  and 
interested  in  the  monies  to  become  payable,  and  be 
received  upon  or  under  the  several  policies  of  insu- 
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1828.       ranee  effected  or  to  be  effected  in  the  name,  by  and  at 
LORD  DILLON  the  costs  of  Viscount  DiHon ',  and  ako  of  and  in  all  and 
(*very  the  rent,  and  arrears  of  rent,  which  might  be 
due  and  owing  at  the  time  of  his  decease,  npon  the 
trusts  following ;  (that  is  to  say)  in  the  first  place,  to 
pay  in  equal  order  and  degree,  the  seva^l  debto  and 
demands  of  the  respective  persmis  parties  thereto  rf 
the  third  and  fourth  parts,  being  creditors  of  Viaeoont 
Dillon,  by  judgment  bond  and  simple  ooatract,  and 
set  opposite  their  respective  names  in  the  second  wai 
third  schedules  thereto  annexed,  or  so  nracb  thereof 
as  should  remain  unpaid  at  the  death  of  Viscoant 
Pillon ;  and  as  such  last-mentioned  monies,  if  instfT- 
ficient  to  discharge  the  whole,  would  extend  and  be 
able  to  satisfy,  together  with  all  interest  due  thereon ; 
and  after  full  payment  of  such  last-mentioned  debb 
and  demands  and  interest,  in  case  there  should  then 
remain  any  residue  of  the  monies  to  become  payibfe 
and  be  received  upon  the  aforesaid  policies  of  iasa- 
rance,  to  pay  the  same  to  the  executors,  adnrinistratoii) 
or  assigns  of  Viscount  Dillon,  as  part  of  his  persoori 
estate ;  or  else,  if  all  the  several  debts  and  other  par* 
poses  thereby  provided  for,  should  be  discharged  and 
satisfied  in  his  lifetime,  then  to  assign  the  policies  of 
insurance,  and  the  monies  to  become  payable  thereoOf 
to  Viscount  Dillon,  or  his  assigns,  or  as  he  or  they 
should  direct,  for  his  or  their  own  benefit :  And  as  to 
the  goods,  furniture,  linen,  china,  and  other  articio 
at  Ditchley,  thereinbefore  assigned  to  Charles  Buder, 
Edward  Jeminghani,  and  John  Hosier,  their  executoiSi 
administrators,  and  assigns,  it  was  thereby   ftirther 
agreed  and  declared,  that  it  should  be  lawful  Ibr 
Ciiarles  Butler,  Edward  Jemingham,  and  John  Hosier, 
and  the  survivors,  &c.  by  any  deed,  &c.  to  demise, 
or  to  contract  or  agree  to  demise,  the  said  goods,  fiur^ 
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niture,  and  other  the  articles,  &c.  to  any  person  to       ^^^• 
whom  they  or  he  should  let  the  mansioD  house  at  nonu  uillon 
Dftchley,  for  the  term  or  time  for  which  the  mansion 
at  DRcWey  should  be  letten,  a»d  to  be  held  and  go 
along  with  the  same,  at  such  rent,  under  such  cove- 
nants and  agreements,  as  Charles  Butler,  Edward 
Jemingham,  and  John  Hosier,  or  the  survivors,  &c« 
should  deem  advisable :  And  it  was  thereby  further 
agreed  and  declared  between  and  by  the  parties  to 
the  indenture  now  in  recital,  that  the  rents  to  be  re- 
ceived by  Charles  Butler,  Edward  Jerningham,  and 
John  Hosier,  or  the  survivors,  &c.  from  any  lease  to 
be  executed  by  them  or  him  under  the  power  therein 
contained,  should  be  applied  upon  such  trusts  and  in 
such  manner  as  is  thereinbefore  expressed>  for  the  ap- 
plication of  the  rents,  issues,  and  profits  of  the  premises 
thereby  demised:  And  it  was  thereby  agreed  and 
declared,  that  Charles  Butler,  Edward  Jeminglmm, 
and  John  Hosier,  their  executors,  administrators,  and 
assigns,  should  stand  and  be  possessed  of  and  in- 
terested in  the  honsehcrfd  goods,  furniture,  and  other 
premises  in  the  mansion  house  at  Loughglyn  upon 
trust,  that  they,  &c.  should  permit  the  then  present 
or  any  future  agent  or  receiver  of  the  Irish  estates 
who  should  reside  in  the  house  at  Loughglyn,   to 
have  the  use  of  the  said  household  goods,  furniture, 
plate,  linen,  and  other  premises,  together  and  along 
with  the  mansion  house,  and  its  appurtenances,  at 
Loughglyn,  in  part  of  the  salary  of  his  service :  And 
it  was  by  the  said  indenture  further  witnessed,  that  in 
consideration  of  the  premises,  each  of  the  several  per- 
sons, parties  thereto,  of  the  third  and  fourth  parts, 
so  far  only  as  related  to  the  acts  or  deeds  to  be  dooe 
by  himself  or  herself,  and  his  or  her  heirs,  executors, 
administrators,  or  assigns,  and  not  further  or  olhep- 


254  CASES  IN  THE  H0U5IS  OF  LOADS 

^*^*       wise,  did  thereby  for  himself  and  herself  respectively, 
LORD  DiLLow  ^od  for  his  and  her  respective  heirs,  executors,  and  ad- 
FLAiKBTT.    mioistrators,  covenant  and  agree  with  the  Appeifauit 
Viscount  Dillon,  his  heirs,  executors,  and  administim- 
tors,  in  manner  following ;  (that  is  to  say)  that  they 
the  creditors,  parties  thereto,  and  their  respective  co- 
partners, executors,  or  administrators,  should  not  at 
any  time  or  times  thereafter,  while  the  indenture  now 
in  recital  should  remain  in  full  force  and  effect,  and 
the  trusts  thereof  should  be  duly  performed,  commeooe 
or  institute  or  prosecute  any  action  or  suit,  either  at 
law  or  in  equity  against  Viscount  Dillon,  in  relatioD 
to  any  of  the  debts  or  demands  respectively  set  forth 
in  the  second  and  third  schedules  thereto  annexed,  or 
take  or  sue  out  execution  or  sequestration  against,  or 
do  or  cause  to  be  done  any  act,  matter,  or  thing  whit- 
soever,  whereby  or  by  means  whereof  the  goodii 
chattels,  or  other  personal  estate  or  effects  of  Visooont 
Dillon,  his  heirs,  executors,  or  administrators^  in  Ire- 
land, England,  or  elsewhere,  or  his  or  their  lands  or 
tenements  should  be  seized,  detained,  or  taken  is 
execution,  for  or  in  respect  of  any  debt  or  debts  whit- 
soever,  then  due  or  owing  unto  them,  or  any  of  them, 
from  Viscount  Dillon;  and  moreover  that  they,  or 
their  respective  executors  or  administrators,  stMNild, 
when  and  as  the  several  debts  or  sums  of  money  pay* 
.   able  and  owing  respectively  to  them  by  ViscooDt 
Dillon,  and  set  opposite  their  respective  names  in  the 
second  and  third  schedules  thereto  annexed,  together 
with  such  interest  and  costs  as  thereinbefore  are  men- 
tioned, should  be  by  the  means  aforesaid,  or  other- 
wise, fully  paid  and  satisfied,  or  should  have  ceased 
and  be  no  longer  payable,  at  the  request,  costs,  and 
charges  of  the  Appellant  Viscount  Dillon,  his  hens, 
executors,  or  administiatoi's,  make,  give,  sign,  or  exe- 
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cute  unto  him  or  them,  good  and  sufficient  releases,  '^^^ 
acquittances,  and  discharges,  for  the  several  debts  u»rd  diulow 
then  payable  and  owing  to  them  the  same  several 
creditors  respectively  by  Viscount  Dillon  as  aforesaid, 
and  of  and  from  all  actions,  suits,  costs,  charges, 
claims,  and  demands  whatsoever  in  respect  thereof; 
and  there  is  contained  in  the  indenture  now  in  recital 
the  usual  provision  for  the  appointment  of  new  trus- 
tees  by  the  said  Viscount  Dilton,  with  the  approba- 
tion of  the  surviving  or  continuing  trustees  or  trustee 
in  the  said  indenture  m^itioned. 

By  an  indenture  bearing  date  the  4th  day  of 
July,  1815,  (being  the  indenture  referred  to  in 
the  indenture  hereinbefore  stated)  and  made  or  ex- 
pressed to  be  made  between  the  Appellant  Viscount 
Dillon,  of  the  one  part ;  and  the  AppeUant  Charles 
Butler,  and  the  said  Edward  Jemingham  and  John 
Hosier,  of  the  other  part ;  after  reciting,  that  the 
Appellant  Viscount  Dillon  was  entitled  for  life,  with- 
out impeachment  of  waste,  to  several  castles,  manors, 
lands,  tenements,  and  hereditaments  in  the  counties 
of  Mayo,  Rosconunon,  and  Westmeath,  in  Ireland, 
subject  as  therein  and  hereinbefore  is  mentioned; 
and  that  he,  for  the  considerations  set  forth  in  the 
hereinbefore  stated  indenture,  had  agreed  to  demise 
the  said  estates  to  the  Appellant  Charles  Butler, 
aind  to  the  said  Edward  Jemingham  and  John 
Hosier,  their  executors,  administrators,  and  assigns, 
for  ninety-nine  years,  if  he  should  so  long  live,  and 
to  assign  to  them  the  household  goods  and  furniture 
at  Loughglyn  House,  upon  the  trusts  thereinafter 
mentioned  concerning  the  same,  it  was  witnessed, 
that  for  the  considerations  therein  mentioned  Viscount 
Dillon  demised  unto  Charles  Butler,  Edward  Jer- 
ningham,  and  John  Hosier,  their  executors,  adminis- 
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1828.  tititors,  and  assigus,  all  his  estates  in  the  counties  of 
I.URD  DiLLox  Mayo,  Roscommou,  and  Westmeath,  for  ninety-niae 
years,  if  he  should  so  long  live,  without  impeachmeat 
of  waste,  upon  the  trusts  declared  concaming  the 
same,  and  also  concerning  the  Oxfordshire  estates  ia 
the  indenture  hereinbefore  stated ;  ajid  Viscoiint 
Dillon  thereby  assigned  to  the  said  trustees,  their 
executors,  and  administrators,  ail  the  household  goods, 
furniture,  books,  pictures,  linen,  and  china  in  the 
mansion-house  at  Loughglyn  upon  the  trusts  declared 
concerning  the  same,  by  tlie  same  indenture. 

The  first  of  the  indentures  was  not  executed  by  any 
of  the  pei-sons  who  had  any  chaige  or  lien  on  the 
estates  therein  mentioned  by  way  of  jointure,  mort- 
gage, reut-chai]ge,  annuity,  or  otherwise,  exc^t  the 
several  creditors  by  judgment,  who  signed  their 
to  the  second  schedule  to  the  indenture. 

All  tlie  bond,  judgment,  and  simple  contract 
clitors  of  the  Appellant  Viscount  Dillon  not  hayii^ 
specific  charges  on  the  estates,  with  the  exceptioa  dT 
the  Respondents,  and  a  few  other  creditors,  accepted 
of  the  provisions  made  by  the  indentures,  and  exe- 
cuted the  first  stated  indenture. 

The  Respondents  were  simple  contract  crediton  of 
the  Appellant  Viscount  Dillon. 

The  estates  in  the  counties  of  Roscommon,  Mayo, 
and  Westmeath,  and  Oxford,  were  respectively 
chained  with  the  mortgages,  jointure,  rent-chai^geii 
and  annuities  specified  in  the  fii^t  schedule  to  the 
fu-st  stated  indenture  annexed,  tlie  greater  part  of 
which  had  priority  over  the  hfe  estate  of  the  Appelr 
laut  Viscount  Dillon,  limited  to  him  by  the  indentoit 
of  the  14th  day  of  July,  1803. 

The  mortgages,  (except  the  mortgage  for  4,600/.) 
were  created  in  pursuance  of  powers  reserved  by  the 
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same  iodentare,  and  thereby  directed  to  have  pre-  l^*^- 
oedence  and  priority  over  the  iife  estate  of  the  Ap-  x^ord  dilloii 
pellant  Viscount  Dillon,  and  the  excepted  mortgage, 
created  by  virtue  of  the  Act  of  Parliament ;  and 
all  the  incumbrances  had  priority  ov^  the  indentnres 
of  4th  July,  1815,  and  the  annuity  of  5,000/.  by  the 
first  mentioned  indenture  of  4th  July,  1815,  reserved 
to  the  Appellant  Viscount  Dillon. 

The  li^al  estate  was  outstanding,  and  became 
vested  in  Richard  Williams  and  Benjamin  Brooks, 
far  a  term  of  one  tiiousand  years,  for  raising  the  sum 
4if  64,358/.,  and  interest,  under  and  by  virtue  of  an 
indenture  bearing  date  the  21st  day  o(  July,  1804, 
and  made,  or  expressed  to  be  nuide  between  Charles 
ViBooimt  DiUon,  of  the  first  part ;  Robert  Skelton, 
•iiice  deceased,  of  the  second  part;  and  Richard 
Williams  and  Benjamin  Brooks  of  the  third  part ;  and 
wMoh  term  of  years  was  created  in  puisuance  of  a 
power  for  that  purpose  given  by  the  indenture  of  the 
14th  day  of  July,  1803,  to  Charles  Viscount  Dillon. 

The  rents  and  profits  of  the  lands,  as  received  by 
the  agents  of  the  trustees  of  the  indentures,  so  far  as 
die  same  were  sufficient  and  ^>plicable  fi>r  that  pur- 
pose, were  from  tkne  to  time  aj^ed  towards  keeping 
down  the  payments  provided  by  the  indenture. 

The.man8ion-<house  at  Ditchley,  together  witb  the 
.ftimiture  and  other  articles  therein,  bad  been,  from 
time  to  time  let,  and  the  rent  received  in  respect 
thereof, .  and  of  the  furniture,  had  been  applied  ip 
like  manner  towards  keeping  down  the  payments 
prescribed  and  directed  by  the  indenture.. 

On  the  13th  day  of  July^  1820,  the  Respondents 
filed  their  ordinal  bill  of  complaint  in  the  Court  of 
Chancery  in  Ineland,  against  the  Appellants,  and 
also  against  £dward  Jemingham  and  John  Hosier, 
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the  Appellant  Charles  Butler,  and  Edward  Jerningham  ^®^- 
and  John  Hosier,  their  executors  and  administrators,  lord  dillom 
the  freehold  castles,  baronies,  manors,  messuages, 
mills,  lands,  tenements,  tithes,  and  hereditaments, 
situate,  arising,  and  being  in  the  counties  of  Roscom- 
mcm.  Mayo,  and  Westmeath,  and  the  barony  of  Cos- 
tello  and  Boyle  in  Ireland,  and  all  other  the  heredita- 
ments and  premises  in  the  said  counties  and  elsewhere 
in  Ireland,  of  which  the  said  Viscount  Dillon,  or  any 
persons  in  trust  for  him,  was  or  were  seised  or  pos- 
sessed, to  hold  the  same,  subject  and  charged,  as  in 
the  said  memorial  mentioned,  unto  the  said  Appellant 
Charles  Butler,  and  Edward  Jerningham  and  John 
Gbsier,  from  the  day  next  before  the  day  of  the  date 
d^reof,  for  the  term  of  ninety-nine  years,  if  he  the 
Mid  Viscount  Dillon  should  so  long  live,  without  im- 
peachment of  waste,  upon  the  trusts,  by  the  said  me- 
morial stated,  to  be  mentioned  in  an  indenture  of  the 
4th  of  July,  1816  :  And  further  stating,  that  it 
appeared  by  the  said  memorial,  that  the  said  Appel- 
lant Viscount  Dillon  did,  by  the  same  indenture,  bar- 
gain and  sell  unto  the  said  Appellant  Charles  Butler 
and  his  said  co-trustees,  their  executors,  administra- 
tors, and  assigns,  all  the  household  goods,  furniture, 
and  other  chattels,  of  and  belonging  to  the  Appellant 
Viscount  Dillon  in  and  about  his  mansion  house  at 
Loughglyn  aforesaid,  to  hold  the  same  to  the  said 
trustees,  as  fully  and  effectually  as  the  Appellant  Vis- 
count Dillon  could  be  entitled  to  the  same,  upon  the 
trust  in  said  memorial  alleged  to  be  mentioned  in  the 
said  other  indenture,  of  even  date  therewith ;  that 
the  said  indentures  were  not  registered  until  the  year 
181 T,  and  that  the  Respondents  were  ignorant  of  the 
trasts  thereof;  that  the  Appellant  Viscount  Dillon 
was    strict  tenant  for  life   of  the  said   estates,  and 
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^®28.       ^y^^  ^jjg  g^jj  indentures  were  calculated  to  defeat  pro- 
LORD  DILLON  ceedlugs  at  law  agaiust  the  said  estates,  by  the  Re- 
PL4SKETT.    spondents  and  tlie  other  creditors  of  the  said  Appel- 
lant Viscount  Dillon,  who  (as  stated  in  the  said  bill) 
was  indebted  to  divers  other  persons  by  judgments, 
bonds,  and  otherwise,  to  a  very  considerable  amount : 
The  Bill  prayed  that  the  contents  of  the  said  deed  of 
trust  of  the  4th  of  July,  1815,  might  be  fully  set 
forth  by  the  said  trustees,  and  that  the  Respond- 
ents and  tlie  other  credi  tot's  of  the  Appellant  Viscount 
Dillon,  who  should  come  in  and  contribute  to  the  ex- 
pense of  the  said  suit,  might  be  at  liberty  to  elect 
whether  they  would  agree  to  accept  of  Uie  provisions 
of  the  said  deed,  in  liquidation  and  satisfaction  of  their 
respective  demands  or  not;   and  that  in  case  they 
should  not  elect  to  agree  to  accept  the  same,  that 
then  the  said  indenture  of  the  4th  of  July,  1815,  and 
the  said  deed  of  trust  tlierein  mentioned  and  reforred 
to,  might  be  deemed  fraudulent  and  void,  and  of  no 
effect  agaiust  the  Respondents  and  others  of  such  cre- 
ditors of  the  Appellant  Viscount  Dillon  as  aforesaid; 
and  that  the  temporary  bars  raised  thereby  might  be 
removed,  if  necessary ,  to  give  effect  to  the  Respondent's 
said  judgment  at  law ;  and  that,  in  the  mean  time, 
and  until  the  hearing  of  the  cause,  a  receiver  should 
1)0  appointed  to  receive  the  rents  and  profits  of  the 
said  towns,  lands,  and  premises,  and  that  the  same 
should  be  brought  in  and  lodged  in  the  Bank  of  Ire- 
land to  the  credit  of  the  said  cause,  and  applied  in  the 
paym^it  of  the  said  judgment  debts  and  inGumbrances 
of  the  said  Appellant  Viscount  Dillon,  according  to 
their  respective  priorities ;  and  that  the  Respondents 
and  the  other  creditors  as  aforesaid,  might  be  paid 
thereout  their  several  and  respective  demands,  ac- 
cording to  their  respective  priorities,  and  that  all  neces- 
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sary  accounts  might  be  directed  to  be  taken  at  the       ^^^ 
hearing  of  the  cause. 

Before  any  further  proceedings  were  had  in  the 
cause,  Edward  Jemingham  and  John  Hosier  died; 
and  the  Appellant  Charles  Butler,  the  surviving 
trustee,  afiterwards  put  in  his  answer  to  the  bill :  the 
Appellant  Viscount  Dillon  likewise  put  in  his  answer 
thereto. 

In  pursuance  of  the  power  for  that  purpose  con- 
tained in  the  indenture  of  the  4th  of  February,  1816, 
the  Honorable  Douglas  Kinnaird  and  Dominick 
Browne,  were  appointed  trustees  of  the  estates,  in  the 
pkce  of  Edward  Jemingham  and  John  Hosier. 

On  the  20th  day  of  April,  1824,  the  Respondents 
filed  a  supplemental  bill  (called  in  the  pleadings  an 
amended  bill)  against  the  Appellants,  stating,  amongst 
other  things,  that  since  the  filing  of  their  original  bill, 
they  had  seen  the  indentures  of  the  4th  of  July, 
1815,  and  setting  forth  the  trusts  thereof;  and 
further  stating,  that  the  Respondents,  being  unable, 
by  reason  of  the  deed  of  trust,  to  obtain  any  fruits 
fit)m  the  writ  oi  fiein  facias^  issued  at  the  suit  of  the 
Respondents  against  the  goods  of  the  Appellant  Vis- 
count Dillon,  and  that  having  discovered  that  he  was 
entitled  by  the  trust  deed  of  the  4th  of  July,  181  &,  to 
an  annual  sum  of  6,000/.  out  of  the  rents  and  profits 
of  the  estates  vested  in  trust  in  the  Appellant  Charles 
Butler,  as  surviving  trustee,  they  had  caused  a  writ 
of  elegit^  grounded  on  the  judgment  obtained  in  the 
Court  of  King's  Bench  in  Ireland  against  the  Appel- 
lant Viscount  Dillon,  to  issue,  marked  for  the  sum  of 
1,027/.  11 «.  4(/.  and  directed  to  the  sheriff  of  the 
county  of  Roscommon,  who  returned,  that  the  Appel- 
lant Viscount  Dillon,  or  the  Appellant  Charles  Butler, 
in  trust  for  him,  was  seised  as  of  freehold  of  a  clear 
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1828.       yearly  rent  of  6,000/.  issuing  out  of  the  lands  aad 
LOED  DiLLov  hereditaments  in  the  county  of  RoscomnKm  in  tke 
pLAiKiTT.    return  and  bill  particulariy  mentioned  and  set  forth; 
and  that  the  sheriff  had  returned  upon  the  writ,  thit 
he,  on  the  day  of  taking  the  inquisition,  by  virtoe  of 
the  writ  had  delivered  one  moiety  of  the   rent  of 
6,000/.  to  the  Respondents,  to  hold  to  the  Respond- 
ents and  their  assigns  as  their  freehold,  accordmgtD 
the  form  of  the  statute  in  that  case  made  and  pio- 
vided,- until  they  should  have  fully  levied  the  damaga 
in  the  writ  of  elegit  specified :  and  also  statii^,  dMt 
they  were  entitled  to  have  the  moiety  of  the  lands  aad 
premises  comprised  in  the  return,  or  of  the  rentrf 
6,000/.  per  annum,  or  that  if  they  should  not  be 
deemed  entitled  to  a  moiety  of  the  rent  of  6,000/.  bjr 
virtue  of  the  elegit^  that  they  were  entitled  to  hair 
satisfection  of  the  judgment  out  of  the  rent  of  6,0001 
or  of  such  part  thereof  as  in  the  order  and  coutk  of 
priority,  directed  by  the  deed  of  trust  of  the  4th  of 
July,  1816,  should  be  payable  to  Viscount  DBloa 
in  pursuance  of  the  trust:  And  thereby  pfayiogy 
that  a  receiver  might  be  appointed  to  receive  the 
rents,  issues,  and  profits  of  one  moiety  of  the  lands  aad 
premises  comprised  in  the  sheriff's  return  on  the  writ 
of  elegit^  to  the  extent  of  one  moiety  of  the  yeariy 
sum  of  6,000/. ;  and  that  the  Respondents  might  be 
paid  the  same,  or  a  competent  part  thereof,   in  dis- 
charge of  their  demand,  or  that  a  receiver  or  receivcto 
might  be  appointed  to  receive  the  rents,  issues,  and 
profits  of  the  several  lands  and  premises  comprised  in 
the  deeds  of  the  4th  day  of  July,  1816 ;  and  that  the 
rents  of  the  Oxfordshire  estates,  and  of  a  competent 
part  of  the  trust  estates,  if  necessary,  might  be  ap- 
plied in  payment  of  the  annual  sums,  chai^ges,  and 
expenses  by  the  trusts  of  the  deed  directed  to  be  paid 
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io  priority  to  the  6,000/.  a  year,  thereby  made  pay-       ^^28. 
able  to  the  Appellant  Viscount  Dillon ;  and  that  after  mrddilloii 
siich  satisfaction  and  dischai^  of  the  annual  pay-         ^' 
meiits  having  such  priority,  one  m<Hety  of  the  sum  of 
6,000/.  a  year,  or  a  competent  part  thereof,  might  be 
applied  towards  payment  of  the  Respondent's  de- 
mand ;  and  that  the  Appellant  Charles  Butler  might 
be  restrained  from  paying  over  the  yearly  sum  of 
6,000/.  or  any  part  thereof,  to  the  Appellant  Viscount 
Dilkm,  or  to  any  person  for  his  use,  until  the  demand 
should  be  thereout  paid  and  satisfied. 

By  an  order  bearing  date  the  Tth  day  of  December, 
1824,  the  Master  of  the  Rolls  referred  it  to  the 
Master  to  approve  of  a  proper  person  to  be  appointed 
receiver,  upon  process  obtained  against  the  Appel- 
lants, to  receive  such  competent  part  of  a  moiety  of 
the  rent-charge  of  6,000/.  per  year,  as  would  be 
sufficient  for  the  purpose  of  the  Respondents'  rights 
in  the  cause ;  and  that  the  Master  should  report  what 
part  would  be  a  competent  part  of  the  moiety  of  the 
rent-charge  of  6,000/.  for  that  purpose. 

In  pursuance  of  the  order,  the  Master  approved  of 
Charies  Denroche  to  be  receiver,  and  reported  1,260/. 
a  year  as  a  competent  part  of  the  moiety  of  the  an- 
nuity for  the  Respondents'  rights,  which  report  was 
confirmed  by  an  order  of  the  court,  bearing  date  the 
16th  of  December,  1824. 

By  an  order  dated  the  1st  of  Feb.  1826,  the  Master 
of  the  Rolls  ordered  that  the  Appellant  C.  Buder  should 
be  restrained  until  his  answer  to  the  last-mentioned 
bifl  and  further  order,  from  paying  over  to  the  Appel- 
lant, or  for  his  use,  the  sum  of  1 ,260/.  per  annum,  and 
from  making  any  payments  out  of  the  annuity,  to  the 
Aj^lbnt  Viscount  Dillon,  or  for  his  use,  out  of  any 
fand^  wbidi  might  come  to  his  iMuids  a|i[dicable 
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1828.       thereto,  without  first  retaining  sufficient  to  pay  the 
DiLLov  sum  of  1,250/.  per  annum. 

The  Appellant  Charles  Butler,  on  the  Tth  day  of 
June,  1825,  answered  the  supplemental  bill ;  and  after 
stating  and  submitting  to  the  court,  to  the  efled 
hereinafter  mentioned  to  be  stated  in  the  answer  of 
the  Appellant  Viscount  Dillon,  he  stated  by  ik 
answer,  that  he  claimed  no  interest  in  die  mattersin 
question  in  the  suit,  save  as  trustee,  and  that  he  was 
i-eady  and  willing  to  act  as  the  court  should  direct; 
but  he  thereby  submitted,  that  Douglas  Kinnaird  and 
Dominick  Browne,  who  had,  since  the  death  of  Ed- 
ward Jerningham  and  John  Hosier,  been  appointed 
trustees  of  the  indenture  with  him,  and  the  sevend 
[)ersons  named  in  the  schedules  to  his  answer  an- 
nexed, marked  Nos.  I  and  2,  and  which  he  prayed 
might  be  taken  as  {)art  of  his  answer,  having  chaigei 
upon  the  estates  by  mortgage,  jointure,  and  rent- 
charge  aud  annuity,  and  also  the  several  other  pcr^ 
sons  in  the  same  schedules  named  and  described,  and 

who,  being  creditors  of  the  Appellant  Viscount  Dillon 
by  bond,  judgment,  and  simple  contract^  had  executed 
the  indenture  hereinbefore  first  mentioned,  were  ne- 
cessary parties  to  the  suit. 

By  an  order  of  the  27th  day  of  July,  1825,  it  was 
ordered  by  the  Master  of  the  Rolls,  that  the  Appellant 
Charles  Butler  should  be  restrained,  as  ordered  by  the 
order  of  the  1st  of  February,  1825,  from  paying  the 
sum  of  1,250/.  a  year  to  the  Appellant  Viscqiint 
Dillon,  until  he  should  answer  the  supplemental  bOI, 
and  until  further  order. 

The  Appellant  Viscount  Dillon  put  in  his  ansiirer 
to  the  supplemental  bill  on  the  14th  day  of  December 
1825,  whereby,  after  noticing  that  the  relief  prayed 
by  the  original  bill,  was  essentially  different  frmn  the 
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relief  prayed  by  the  supplemental  bill,  he  stated,  ^^^8. 
that  the  indentures  of  the  4th  of  July,  1816,  were  lorddillon 
made  for  the  benefit  of  and  for  tlie  purpose  of  paying  plaskitt. 
his  creditors,  at  the  date  of  the  indentures,  as  well  by 
specialty  as  simple  contract,  their  several  debts ;  and 
that  as  the  judgment  in  the  Respondents'  bills  stated 
was  obtained  after  the  execution  and  registry  of  the 
deeds  of  trust,  the  deeds  were  good  and  valid  against 
the  Respondents ;  and  that  he  had  not  since  the  date 
and  execution  of  the  indenture,  been  in  the  receipt  of 
the  rents  and  profit^  of  the  estates  in  the  indenture 
mentioned,  or  in  possession  of  the  personal  effects 
therein  also  mentioned,  or  any  part  thereof ;  and  that 
his  trustees  and  the  trustees  thereinafter  named,  had 
not  been  in  such  receipt  since  the  date  and  execution 
of  the  indentures,  except  so  far  as  tlie  receipt  of  the 
rents  and  profits  of  the  lands  by  Henry  North  and 
Matthew  Wyatt,  might  be  considered  as  the  receipt 
of  such  rents  and  profits  by  the  trustees,  and  except 
80  &r  as  letting  the  mansion-house  of  Ditchley,  with 
the  household  furniture  and  effects  in  the  same,  and 
permitting  Matthew  Wyatt  and  Jarrard  Edward 
Strickland  respectively,  who  had  been  appointed  agent 
in  Ireland,  in  the  place  of  Matthew  Wyatt,  to  reside 
in  the  mansion-house  at  Loughglyn,  and  to  use  the 
furniture  and  effects  therein,  might  be  considered 
possession  thereof  by  the  trustees  ;  and  that  Matthew 
Wyatt,  Henry  North,  and  Jarrard  Edward  Strickland, 
were  appointed  agents  by  the  indentures  of  the  4th 
July,  1816,  or  in  pursuance  of  a  power  for  that  pur- 
pose therein  contained ;  and  that  so  far  as  the  rents 
and  profits  of  the  estates  received  by  such  agents  as 
aforesaid,  were  sufficient  and  applicable  for  that  pur- 
pose, they  had  beeli  applied  towards  keeping  down 
buch  and  so  many  of  tlie  annual  payments,  as  were 
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1S28.      provided  by  the  indentures  to  be  paid  to  the  peraoiis 
LORD  DiLix>if  who  were  made  parties  to  the  iodentures  in  the  sop- 
PLA8KITT.    ple^^i^^  l>ill  first  mentioned  of  the  second  part;  nd 
that  the  present  annual  income  derived  from  the 
estates  in  England  and  Ireland,  might  be  calculated 
to  amount  to  the  sum  of  18,850/.  British ;  but  thtt 
some  time  back,  in  consequence  of  the  great  agri* 
cultural  distress,  the  same  did  not  exceed  the  gitM 
annual  sum  of  15,000/.  out  of  which  charges  and 
expenses  to  a  large  amount  were  to  be  deducted; 
and  that  in  consequence  of  such  defelcation  of  the 
rents,  the  trustees  recommended  to  the   Appdlaal 
Viscount  Dillon,  to  reduce  the  annuity  of  5,000/.  re- 
served to  him,  to  an  annual  sum  of  3,000/.  the  better 
to  enable  the  trustees  to  pay  the  annual  charges  on 
the  estates,  and  that  he  readily  assented  thereto ;  but 
that  the  receipt  of  the  rents,  after  all  necessary  pay- 
ments being  deducted  therefrom,  did  not  allow  the 
trustees  to  pay  him  the  reduced  annuity  of  3,000/. 
and  that  there  were  then  arrears  due  to  him  in  reqpect 
of  the  same ;  that  the  total  amount  of  the  annual  pay*^ 
ments,  chai'ges,  and   incumbrances  charged  on  the 
estates,  and  having  priority  to  the  yearly  sum  of 
5,000/.  amounted  to  12,000/.  a  year  and  upwards; 
and  he  submitted  to  the  judgment  of  the  court,  whe- 
ther the  Respondents  were  unable,  by  reason  of  the 
said  deeds  of  trust,  to  obtain  any  fruits  from  the  writ 
of  fieri  facias  in  the  original  bill  mentioned  to  have 
been  issued  at  the  suit  of  the  Respondents  against 
his  goods  and  chattels ;  and  that  he  was  unable,  as  to 
his  belief  or  otherwise,  save  as  appeared  by  the  sup- 
plemental bill,   to  state  whether  the  Respondents 
caused  a  writ  of  elegity  grounded  on  the  judgmeat 
obtained  in  His  Majesty's  Court  Df  King's  B^ich  in 
L'eland,  to  issue,  marked  for  the  sum  of  1,000/.  and 
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27/.  11 5.  4d.  directed  to  the  sheriff  of  the  county  of      ^®^- 
Roscommon  or  otherwise ;  or  whether  the  sheriff  re-  u>&d  dillom 
turned  upon  the  writ  so  to  him  directed,  that  the  Ap- 
pellant Viscount  Dillon,  or  the  Appellant  Charles 
Butler,  in  trust  for  him,  was  seised  as  of  freehold,  in 
one  clear  yearly  rent  of  6,000/.  sterling,  issuing  and 
payable  out  of  the  lands  and  other  hereditaments  in 
the  supplemental  bill  mentioned ;  but  that  if  the  re- 
turn of  the  sheriff  was  to  the  effect  in  the  supple- 
mental bill  mentioned,  he  submitted  that  the  return 
of  the  sheriff  in  the  supplemental  bill  stated,   was 
erroneous  in  setting  forth  that  he,  or  some  person  in 
trust  for  him,  was  seised  as  of  freehold  in  the  yearly 
sum  of  5,000/.  inasmuch  as  the  same  was  raiseable  by 
virtue  of  the  trusts  of  equitable  terms  of  years  sub- 
sisting in  the  estates  respectively,  comprised  and  de- 
mised by  the  indentures  of  the  4th  of  July,  1816, 
being  the  English  and  Irish  estates  of  the  Appellant 
Viscount  Dillon,  and  also  out  of  the  gains  and  profits 
made  by  means  of  the  furniture  at  Ditchley  house, 
which  is  let  with  the  same :  that  the  return  could  not 
be  acted  upon  in  consequence  of  its  great  uncertainty, 
and  that  the  rent  of  6,000/.  was  not  issuing  out  of  the 
lands  mentioned  in  tlie  return  alone,  but  also  out  of 
the  other  estates  of  the  Appellant  Viscount  Dillon,  in 
England  and  Ireland,  and  by  means  of  the  personal 
estate  and  effects ;  and  that  the  return  was  further 
erroneous  in  returning  that  the  sheriff  of  the  county 
of  Roscommon  had  delivered  to  the  Respondents  one 
moiety  of  the  rent  of  6,000/.,  such  rent  being  payable 
out  of  all  the  Irish  estates  of  the  Appellant  Viscount 
Dillon,  which  estates  are  situate  in  the  counties  of 
Mayo,  Westmeath^  and  Roscommon,  and  out  of  the 
English  estates,  in  the  county  of  Oxford,  and  out  of 
the  personal  estate  and  effects ;  and  that  the  return, 
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1828.  if  any  such  existed,  had  never  been  filed  in  the 
LORD  DILLON  propeF  office,  and  is  not  on  the  records  of  the  court 
PLASKETT.  whereout  the  elegit  issued,  or  of  any  other  court ; 
and  that  the  estates  in  Ireland,  subject  to  the  rent  of 
5,000/.  as  stated  in  the  supplemental  bill,  were  held 
by  trustees  under  prior  conveyances,  whose  interesto 
therein  were  paramount  to  his,  and  that  theref(n 
they  could  not  be  properly  taken  under  the  elegit 
therein  stated ;  and  he  thereby  admitted  that  he  con- 
tinned  seised  of  and  entitled  for  his  life,  to  the  estates 
in  the  counties  of  Roscommon,  Mayo,  Westmeath, 
and  Oxford,  subject  to  the  mortgage,  jointure,  rent- 
charges,  and  annuities,  and  the  terms  of  ninety-nine 
years  respectively  created  by  the  indentures ;  and  that 
he  was  entitled  to  the  absolute  freehold  thereof,  sub- 
ject to  the  several  mortgages  and  incumbrances,  and 
upon  the  trusts  of  Uie  terms  being  satisfied  ;  and 
he,  by  his  answer,  further  stated,  that  part  c^  the 
lands  and  hereditaments  mentioned  in  the  sheriff's 
alleged  return,  had  long  before  been  sold  by  virtue 
of  a  power  for  that  purpose  contained  in  the  indenture 
of  release  and  settlement,  of  the  14th  day  of  July 
1803,  under  which  he  is  tenant  for  life  of  the  Irish 
estates,  and  which  power  over-rides  his  life  estate, 
and  which  life  estate  was  displaced  by  the  exercise 
of  the  power ;  and  under  the  circumstances  therein- 
before mentioned,  he  submitted,  whether  the  Re- 
spondents were  entitled  to  be  let  into  possession  of 
one  moiety  of  the  lands  and  premises  mentioned  in 
the  sheriff's  alleged  return. 

After  the  answers  were  put  in  to  the  supplemental 
bill,  on  the  6th  of  December,  1825,  applications  were 
made  to  the  Master  of  the  Ivolls,  on  tlie  behalf  of  the 
Appellants,  tlat  the  receiver  appointed-  in  the  cause 
might  be  removed,  and  that  Charles  Butler,  together 
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with  his  co*tru8tee8,  might  be  at  liberty  to  pay  over  to       ^^28. 
the  Appellant  the  sum  of  1,250/.  per  annum,  part  of  lokd  dillov 
his  annuity,  in  the  order  of  the  27th  of  July  then  last 
mentioned,  and  all  arrears  thereof  then  due,  and  that 
the  Appellant  Viscount  Dillon  might  be  at  liberty  to 
call  for  and  receive  the  same. 

At  the  same  time  an  application  was  made  by  the 
Respondents,  to  continue  the  receiver,  and  that  the 
Appellant  Charles  Butler  might  be  restrained  from 
paying  over  the  1,250/.  per  annum  to  the  Appellant 
Viscount  Dillon  but  should  be  compelled,  in  case  the 
court  continued  the  receiver,  to  pay  over  the  same  to 
the  receiver,  or  that  the  receiver  should  be  at  liberty 
to  receive  it  from  the  tenants  of  the  lands ;  and  that 
the  payment  thereof  should  be  computed  from  the 
gale  day  on  which  the  annuity  was  payable  to  the 
Appellant  Viscount  Dillon,  preceding  the  Master^s 
report,  which  allocated  the  sum  of  1,250/.  to  the 
Respondents,  in  payment  and  satisfaction  of  their 
demand. 

By  order  bearing  date  the  14th  day  of  December, 
1825,  the  Master  of  the  Rolls,  making  no  rule  on 
the  application  of  the  Appellants,  ordered,  on  the 
application  of  the  Respondents,  that  the  restraining 
order  of  the  27th  of  July,  1825,  should  be  continued 
until  hearing  and  further  order;  and  that  the  Appel- 
lant Charles  Butler  might  be  resti-ained  as  ordered 
by  the  last-mentioned  order  from  paying  over  in  any 
manner  to  the  Appellant  Viscount  Dillon,  the  sum  of 
1,250/.  per  annum  therein  mentioned,  or  from  making 
any  payments  out  of  the  annuity  in  the  order  and 
report  mentioned  to  the  Appellant  Viscount  Dillon, 
or  for  his  use,  out  of  the  funds  that  might  come  to  his 
hands,  applicable  thereto,  without  first  retaining  suf- 
ficient to  pay  the  1,250/.  per  annum,  until  the  hearing 
and  further  order;  and  that  the  Appellant  Viscount 
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,^^^      Dillon,  be  restrained,  until  hearing  and  further  ordo; 
LORDiMLLov  from  receiving  the  1,250/.  per  annum  from  the  Ap- 
pLAi&nr.    pellant  Charles  Butler,  and  from  receiving  any  pay- 
ments out  of  the  annuity,  without  first  leaving  soft* 
cient  to  pay  the  said  1,250/.  per  annum. 

The  Appellants  appealed  to  the  Lord  ChanoeDor 
of  Ireland  from  the  order  of  the  Master  of  the  Rob 
of  the  14th  of  December,  1825;  and  also  from  die 
order  of  the  27th  of  July,  1825,  the  order  of  the  Tth 
of  December,  1824,  the  Master's  report  thereunder, 
the  order  of  the  16th  of  December,  1824,  confirming 
the  same,  and  the  several  proceedings  thereon,  so  fiv 
as  the  same  in  any  way  related  to  the  order  of  the 
14th  of  December,  1825 ;  and  the  Appellants  by  their 
counsel  moved  that  the  receiver  might  be  removed, 
and  that  the  Appellant  Charles  Buder,  in  conjuuctioa 
with  his  co-trustees,  might  be  at  liberty,  in  executioB 
of  the  trusts  in  the  trust  deed  in  the  pleadings  mea- 
tioned,  to  pay  over  to  the  Appellant  Visoount  DilloDi 
and  that  the  Appellant  Viscount  Dillon  might  be  at 
liberty  to  call  for  and  receive  the  sum  of  1,260/.  per 
annum,  part  ofthe  annuity,  and  all  the  arrears  thererf; 
which  motion,  by  way  of  appeal,  came  on  to  be  heard 
before  the  Lord  Chancellor  of  Ireland,  on  the  4th  of 
February,  1827,  whereupon  his  Lordship  affirmed 
the  order  of  the  Master  of  the  Rolls,  with  costs. 

The  appeal  to  the  House  of  Lords  was  from  the 
orders  ofthe  7th  of  December,  1824,  ofthe  16th  of  De- 
cember,  1824,  of  the  27th  of  July,  1825,  and  the  14th 
of  December,  1825,  and  of  the  4th  of  February,  1827. 


For  the  Appellants — Mr.  Sugden  and  Mr.  Lynch. 


The  question  in  the  appeal  depends  upon  the  trust  to 
pay  out  ofthe  rents  and  profits  an  annuity  of  5,000/.  a 
year  to  Lord  Dillon.  The  apfieal  is  against  (he  order  of 
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the  Master  of  the  Rolls,  restrainmg  the  trustee  from  J,^^ 
paying  the  annuity,  and  the  order  of  the  Lord  Chan-  !-•«»  doaow 
cellor  confirming  it.  The  previous  orders  being  only 
until  answer  or  further  order,  could  not  be  the  subject 
of  appeal.  The  covenant  on  the  part  of  the  creditors, 
not  to  sue  Lord  Dillon,  or  take  the  property  in  execu- 
tion, is  a  sufficient  consideraticm  for  the  conveyance. 
The  deed  itself  is  not  impeachable  in  equity  for  fraud. 

The  supplemental  bill  praying  relief,  different  from 
that  which  is  prayed  in  the  original  bill,  is  irre- 
gular, and  being  so,  no  order  could  be  made  upon  it ; 
the  original  bill  should  have  been  dismissed,  and  a 
new  one  filed.*  There  is  also  a  defect  of  parties, 
the  original  trustees  being  dead  and  new  trustees 
appointed ;  the  appointment  was  in  1823,  and  the 
supplemental  bill  was  filed  in  1824.  The  Respondent, 
by  the  original  bill,  prays  to  have  the  deed  rescinded ; 
by  the  supplemental  bill,  he  prays  relief  under  the 
deed  :  these  are  opposite  and  inccmsistent  prayers. 

The  sheriff,  as  appears  by  his  return,  seized  a 
moiety  of  the  rent,  which,  as  it  is  stated,  he  has  de- 
livered to  the  party.  This  is  not  a  case,  therefore, 
where  the  aid  of  equity  is  asked  to  obtain  execution ; 
there  is  no  such  case  where  equity  has  ever  inter- 
fered ;  the  interference  of  equity  is  only  to  remove 
impediments  to  the  execution.  The  next  question  is 
whether  the  party  is  intitled  to  have  the  legal  bars 
removed.  Equity  can  (mly  supply  defects  of  the  law. 
The  casm  made  in  this  suit  is  that  the  property  was 
seized  and  delivered  to  the  party.  The  first  objection 
to  the  seizure  is  that  the  sher^  has  no  authority  by 
law  to  seize  a  rent*seck ;  he  must  execute  the  writ  by 
seizing  the  land,  fFalsall  v.  Heath ;  f  in  which  case, 

♦  See  Davidson  v.  Foley,  2  B.  C.  C.  203. 
t  Cro.  E(iz.  666. 
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^  ^^*       the  return  being  of  a  seizure  of  a  rent,  was  held  bad  opoo 
LORD  DiLLov  deuiurrer,  because  a  rent-seek  cannot  be  delivered  as 
PLA8KITT.     liberum  tenementum. 

Another  difficulty  is,  that  according  to  the  findiDg 
and  the  facts,  Lord  Dillon  liad  a  life  estate  subject  to 
prior  charges ;  the  sheriff  should  have  seized  a  moiety 
of  that  life  estate.  The  return  is  void  on  the  face  of 
it,  and  being  void  at  law,  it  is  unavailable  in  equity; 
no  relief  can  be  given  upon  it.  If  Lord  Dillon  had  a 
legal  estate  for  Hfe,  there  could  have  been  no  pro- 
ceeding upon  such  a  return,  and  equity  can  only  re- 
move a  legal  bar  where  the  proceeding  is  regular  at 
law. 

Supposing  the  rent  to  be  subject  to  execution,  the 
inquisition  is  void  upon  anotlier  ground,  for  the  rent 
issues  out  of  lands  in  England  and  Ireland,  and  abo 
from  goods,  not  from  one  subject  or  each  severaJiy, 
but  from  all  jointly ;  the  sheriff  of  Roscommon  couU 
not  seize  a  moiety  of  that  intire  rent. 

The  order  is  defective  also  for  want  of  parties ;  two 
of  the  ti-ustees  are  not  before  the  court ;  the  relief  is 
against  all  the  estates ;  a  receiver  cannot  be  appointed 
unless  all  parties  are  before  the  court.  The  rule  erf 
equity,  as  to  parties,  is  to  prevent  circuity  of  actioii 
and  multiplicity  of  suits ;  a  plaintiff  is  bound,  there- 
fore, to  proceed  against  all  estates  and  interests  at 
once,  not  piecemeal ;  such  an  order  cannot  be  made 
in  the  absence  of  trustees.  If  the  defect  of  parties 
could  be  excused  i;i  a  common  case,  not  so  in  this, 
because  the  relief  sought  by  the  supplemental  bill  dif- 
fers from  tlmt  which  was  prayed  by  the  original  bill. 

It  may  be  said  that  by  statute*  it  is  enacted  that  a 
seizure  in  execution  against  the  trustee  shall  be  good 
against  the  cestui  que  trust,  but  the  sherifT  had  no 

♦  29  Car.  2,  3. 
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right  to  seize  at  all ;  the  property  wbs  not  subject  to       ^®^* 
execution.    In  Lyster  v.  Dollond^*  it  was  held  that  lord  dillom 
an  equity  of  redemption  is  not  subject  to  execution. 
So  in  Scott  V.  Scholey^^  Metcalfe  v.  Scholey.  % 

It  is  not  a  sufficient  execution  within  the  statute  of 
frauds,  and  the  statute  does  not  apply  to  cases  of  com- 
plicated trust,  but  only  to  naked  and  simple  trusts;  it 
was  an  improvident  attempt  of  the  legislature  to  make 
trusts  subject  to  execution ;  it  is  so  confined  in  practice, 
that  no  instance  has  occurred  in  which  execution  ever 
issued  against  a  trust  estate  of  a  term ;  the  result  is, 
that  it  is  found  in  practice  not  to  be  a  fit  subject  for  exe- 
cution ;  the  creditor  must  proceed  at  law  and  come  to 
equity  to  remove  a  legal  bar ;  there  should  have  been  a 
fieri  facias  and  a  return,  Balsh  v.  Wastalh  §  Shirley 
V.  Watts.^  All  the  authorities  prove  that  to  entitle  him- 
self to  relief  in  equity,  a  party  must  proceed  as  far  as 
he  can  at  law.  In  Davidson  v.  Foley ^  Lord  Thurlow 
said  that  "  all  he  could  gather  from  the  cases  was, 
**  that  where  the  court  could  see  there  was  a  good 
"judgment,  it  would  not  stop  without  aiding  that  title 
**  by  what  is  called  an  equitable  elegit^  but  he  could 
**  not  carry  it  higher  than  that ;  that  the  equitas  se- 
**  quens  legem  must  be  such  as  to  assure  the  court 
"  that  the  case  was  such  as  could  be  followed  by  a  legal 
**  execution ;  but  that  where  it  appeared  that  the 
**  judgment  could  not  be  foUowed  by  a  legal  elegit, 
*'  the  court  could  not  follow  it  by  an  equitable  elegit.'' 
In  this  case  it  is  apparent  on  the  face  of  the  return, 
that  the  creditor  could  not  have  proceeded  at  law; 
Lord  Dillon  had  the  land,  and  the  execution  should 
have  been  against  the  land  ;  there  should  have  been  a 

*  3  B.  C.  C.  602.    1  Ves.  J.  431. 

t  8  East,  467.  J  2  B.  and  P.  N.  R.  461. 

§  1  P.  W.  446.    -  II  3  Atk.  200. 
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182a  return  of  nulla  bona ;  whereas,  on  the  face  of  the  pro- 
LORD  DILLON  ceeduigs  there  is  a  I^al  seisin.  The  sherifT  states  that 
he  has  delivered  the  property  in  satisfieu^tion.  When 
then  is  the  necessity  for  relief  in  equity  1  AccordiBg 
to  the  return,  it  must  be  supposed  that  the  creditor 
is  in  possession. 

The  Lard  Chancellor. — Suppose  this  had  been  t 
case  merely  at  law,  would  not  this  have  been  tk 
form  of  the  return  ?  It  is  not  satis&ction.  The  sheriff 
does  not  deliver  possession  ;  but  the  party  proceedi 
by  ejectment ;  the  usual  return  of  the  sheriflT  is^  tkt 
he  has  delivered,  although  in  fact  he  does  not  deliver. 

Mr.  Sugden. — ^Where  there  is  no  advene  posses- 
sion, he  does  actually  deliver :  the  objection  is,  tht 
there  is  no  necessity  for  the  interposition  of  equity. 

Another  objection  fatal  to  the  orders  in  the  oomt 
below  is,  that  they  were  made  in  the  absence  of 
parties  who  are  interesl4.d  in  the  administration  of  Ac 
fiinds.  Where  property  is  subject  to  incumbraiioei^ 
relief  in  equity  has  always  been  granted  in  the  ttmpt 
of  a  power  to  redeem  prior  incumbrances.  Theaa- 
nuity,  in  this  case,  can  only  be  reached  by  considcriif 
it  as  part  of  the  old  reversion. 

It  is  no  answer  to  an  execution  against  A.  that  tie 
l^al  estate  is  in  B.  for  A.  The  only  case  where  he  s 
stopped  at  law  is,  where  there  are  trusts  to  be  executiBd 
prior  to  his  charge,  and  then  he  is  entitled  to  redeem 
and  remove  the  temporary  bars.  A  court  of  eqnitj 
never  allows  subsequent  incumbrances  to  oome  ii 
against  prior  ones,  without  offering  to  redeem.  Hk 
only  relief  is  an  application  to  redeem  the  prior  in- 
cumbrances. If  a  court  of  equity  will  enable  a  jodf^ 
ment  creditor  to  proceed  against  a  debtor's  interest, 
he  must  bring  before  the  court  all  the  parties  who  have 
any  interest  to  contest  in  the  subject.    The  point 
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Stands  thus : — ^According  to  the  trusts  of  the  deeds,       1®^- 
the  fifth  and  sixth  trusts  are  to  pay  Lord  IMllon's  lorbdumii 
6,000/.   per  annum,   and  interest  to  the  creditors.  ^' 

This  6,000/«  per  annum  is  not  to  precede  the  interest 
to  the  creditors. 

The  Lord  Chancellor. — ^They  are  all  classed  t(^e- 
ther,  on  the  assumption  that  there  was  enough  for  all. 

Mr.  Sugden. — ^There  is  no  priority  between  the 
creditors'  and  Lord  Dillon's  allowance.  The  fimd 
must  be  distributed  pari  passu  between  them.  The 
objection  to  the  orders  is,  that  they  have  ordered 
1,260/.  per  annum  to  be  taken  in  die  absence  of  the 
creditors,  who  have  an  equal  right  with  him,  and  in 
the  absence  of  Lady  Dillon  and  a  mortgagee.  This 
objection  is  of  a  more  limited  nature  than  the  general 
one  before  advanced.  Suppose  1,260/.  be  ordered  to 
be  paid,  and,  from  defalcation  of  rents,  the  jointress, 
mortgagee,  and  other  prior  creditors  were  not  paid  ; 
tvouki  they  not  have  a  right  to  say  that  the  court  had 
taken  away  a  fund  which  ought  to  have  been  applied 
to  prior  incumbrances  ?  The  consequence  would  be 
that  aU  the  prior  creditors  might  file  biUs  to  have  their 
rights  declared.  What  is  the  common  subject"}  The 
estate  out  of  which  the  rent  is  to  be  paid.  Lord 
Dilkm  is  not  entitled  to  the  6^000/.  per  annum,  unless 
the  prior,  charges  are  paid,  and  the  interest  to  the  cre- 
ditors. A  receiver  ought  not  to  be  appointed  to  take 
1,260/.  per  annum  out  of  a  common  fund  to  which 
prior  incnmbrancers  are  entitled.  The  1,260/.  may 
be  applicable  to  the  payment  of  the  former  incum- 
brances. A  court  of  equity  had  no  right  to  touch  it, 
unless  they  had  all  the  parties  to  the  trust  deed  befiore 
the  court.  The  6,000/.  per  annum  is  not  a  distinct 
subject.  You  cannot  ai^e  the  question  of  priority 
unless  you  have  all  the  parties  before  the  court.    A 
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1828.       court  of  equity  does  not  grant  a  receiver  on  motioOy 
LORD  DiLLox  uulcss  they  see  on  the  face  of  the  proceedings  that  they 
PLAtKETT.    would  give  relief  at  the  hearing.     It  is  not  stated  m 
the  bill  diat  the  return  was  filed,  thou^  they  state  it 
in  the  case ;  but  the  return  was  never  filed.    The  only 
evidence  was  an  affidavit  of  debt.     The  want  of  evi- 
dence is  a  sufficient  objection  to  the  order.     In  all  the 
cases*  the  sheriff  made  his  return  of  nulla  bonoj  Sec ; 
but  in  this  case  he  has  made  no  such  return,   but  bn 
declared  that  he  has  delivered  the  property  to  the  plain- 
tifTs.     How  then  are  they  obstructed?  ard  until  Aej 
are  obstructed  they  have  no  right  to  relief  in  equity. 
The  right  was  an  entry  on  die  land.     Have  they  bea 
obstructed  in  entering  upon  the  rent  1     No.     The  re- 
turn is  fraudulent,  illegal,  and  void.    The  sheriff  had 
no  right  to  deliver  the  rent-seek ;  he  ought,  if  any 
thing,  to  have  delivered  die  lands  by  metes  and 
bounds.f    The  return  is  fraudulent  for  this  reason  :— 
It  is  stated  that  the  trustees  were  seised  for  Lord 
Dillon  of  the  rent-charge  out  of  the  lands  in  the  county 
of  Roscommon.     The  jurors  must  have  had  t^  deed 
before  them;  and  having  it,  they  must  have  knom 
that  it  was  issuing  out  of  lands  in  other  comities ;  yd 
it  is  alleged  to  be  issuing  out  of  lands  in  the  county  cf 
Roscommon  alone.     So  the  sheriff  says  there  are  no 
goods ;  yet  on  the  face  of  the  deed  it  appears  there 
were  goods  in  Roscommon.    This  is  a  rent-seek,  and 
held  in  trust  for  Lord  Dillon ;  it  cannot,  therefore,  be 
taken  in  execution.    If  the  cause  were  brought  to  a 
hearing,  the  Respondents  would  not  be  entitled  to  re- 
lief, because  of  the  absence  of  parties  and  tlie  irrega- 
larity  of  the  return.     The  interlocutory  orders  oi^ 

«  Batch  V.  WastalL     f  ^^»y  ▼•  Durant,  1  B.  and  A.  40. 
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not  therefore  to  have  been  made.  A  court  of  equity  1828. 
does  not  grant  ancillary  relief  unless  the  right  be  clear. 
That  Lord. Dillon  is  abroad,  and  tenant  for  hfe;  are 
new  equities.  It  is  not  true  that  these  parties  are 
without  remedy.  The  Respondents  have  the  same 
remedy  after  as  they  had  before  the  execution  of  the 
'deed. 


LORD  DILLON 

V. 

PLAIKETT. 


For  the  Respondents — Mr.  Home  and  Mr.  B. 
Pdrry. 


The  question  i»  not  whether  the  annuity  of  6,000/. 
a  year  is  extendible,  but  whether  under  the  circum- 
stances a  part  should  be  impounded  to  abide  the'  de- 
cision of  the  cause ;  although  the  6,000/.  a  year  is 
liot  extendible  at  law,  it  does  not  follow  that  it  cannot 
be  reached  in  equity ;  an  equity  of  redemption  of  a 
leasehold  for  years  is  not  extendible  at  law,  but  may 
be  made  available  in  equity.*  The  court  interferes,  not 
to  enforce  the  judgment  of  a  court  of  ordinary  juris- 
dictkm,  but  because  the  party  has  no  remedy  at  law, 
the  property  sought  being  of  an  equitable  nature.  In 
Surdon  \.  Kennedy,  Lord  Hardwicke  said  that  the 
execution  had  no  effect  at  law,  and  consequently  that 
by  the  common  equity  of  the  court  the  creditor  had 
a  right  to  relief.  In  the  present  case  there  is  no 
remedy  at  law.  The  property  in  question  is  the 
creature  of  and  only  exists  in  equity.  The  case  of 
Bank  stock  and  of  debts  is  different ;  in  those  the 
debtor  has  the  legal  right,  and  they  must  be  reached, 
if  at  all,  in  a  court  of  law.  As  to  Bank  stock,  it  is 
the  creature  of  the  legislature,  which  forgot  to  provide 
a  remedy  for  the  creditor.     But  the  property  in  this 

♦  SAtVAny  V.  Watts,  3  Aik.  200.   Bnrdon  v.  Kennedy,  ib.  739. 
Lyster  y.  DoHand,  1  Yes.  j  an.  435. 

VOL.   II.  U 
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1828.  case  is  the  creation  of  the  debtor,  the  creature  of 
DILLON  equity,  over  which  the  court  has  control,  and  iriD 
apply  a  remedy  according  to  its  doctrines.  The  casei 
where  a  judgment  creditor  is  allowed  to  stand  in  die 
situation  of  a  puisne  mortgagee  have  uo  analogy  to 
the  present.  In  those  cases  the  court  gives  relief  m 
the  principle  that  the  creditor  who  had  his  demand  ii 
entitled  to  stand  in  the  place  of  the  debtor,  and  there- 
fore the  creditor  is  allowed  to  redeem  as  the  debtor 
might  do.  In  those  eases,  the  debtor  having  pMRhI 
his  estate  for  a  particular  debt,  he  has  the  ngfat  to 
redeem  ;  but  in  this  case  the  debtor's  estate  m  Bflt 
pledged,  but  actually  conveyed  on  trust.  The  priB* 
ciple  of  giving  to  a  judgment  creditor  relief  agait 
an  equity  of  redemption;  applies  in  this  case ;  it  ii  to 
enable  the  creditor  by  the  medium  of  equity  to  cbtoa 
the  debtor's  right  in  equity.  Whether  it  k  an  etptj 
of  redemption  upon  a  lease  for  years,  or  a  tnut  fa 
the  debtor  upon  an  annuity  of  6,000^.,  it  ought  to  ke 
equally  available  for  the  creditor.  The  caaeof  Ae 
Respondent  does  not  rest  upon  the  elegit ;.  the  anasitf 
is  a  chattel  interest ;  and  to  proceed  in  equity  it  ii 
only  required  that  the  creditor  should  have  taken  ort 
execution,  which  has  •  been  done ;  it  is  not  neoeamj 
that  the  return  should  have  been  procured.* 

The  title  of  the  Respondent  is  good  under  the/0« 
facias  :f  as  to  the  objection  that  the  elegit  is  directed 
only  to  the  Sheriff  of  Roscommon,  it  is  trifling :  tk 
annuity  issues  per  mie  et  per  tovi :  if  the  lands  fie  ii 
twenty  counties  it  cannot  be  necessary  that  ttoe 
should  be  an  elegit  in  each.  The  debt  and  the  en- 
cution  being  admitted,  and  that  the  Respondent  ii  wt 
privy  to  the  deed  of  trust,  the  title  of  the 


;^:'i.i  ■  '■- 


♦  Red.  PI.  pa.  102. 

t  Vandercom  v.  Miller,  21  JaD.  1816,  in  CIhu 
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is  guflSciently  clear  for  a  receiver.  Lord  Eklon»  in  a  ^S^- 
mmilar  case,  has  granted  an  order  for  a  receiver.  The  lord  dumb 
plaintiffs  were  creditors  who  had  obtained  judgment,  p^^', 
aad  delivered  an  elegit  to  the  sheriff^,  but  could  not 
Aake  the  writ  available  without  the  aid  oi  equity  ; 
the  debtor  b^ng  seized  in  fee  subject  to  an  annuity 
ehaiged  upon  the  estate,  the  lands  being  demised  for 
m  term  to  secure  the  payment.  The  counsel  for  the 
drfendaat  relied  on  the  objections  that  an  equity  of 
fiedenption  of  a  term  is  not  extendftiie,  and  that  tb»« 
mas  no  inquiaitioQ«  Lord  Eldon  held  in  such  a  case 
tkat  thei^  was  a  resuking  trust  ior  the  defendantt 
and  granted  the  order.  But  the  Respondents  rely 
vpon  llie  order  ior  an  kijniiction,  aad  waive  the  right 
to  a  receiver,  which  was  superseded  by  the  order  for 
the  injunotioo.  The  ordexH  a^qpealed  from  do  i»ot 
declare  the  right.  They  only  impound  the  fund  to 
await  the  event  of  the  cause.  Lord  DiUon  being 
resident  abroad,  having  no  estate  liable,  and  having 
D^eested  to  put  in  his  answer,  the  order  for  the  in- 
jBRdicm  js  wdl  founded.  The  crecHtors  and  inoum- 
brancerB  are  not  necessary  parties.  Their  rights  are 
aot  disturbed.  The  relief  sought  is  only  against  the 
64000/.  A  year,  which  is  in  equity  the  fMroperty  of 
Lord  Billon.  Whether  he  or  the  ReispoadentB  receive 
tint  sum,  or  any  part  of  it,  is  immaterial  to  the  cre- 
ditOBS.  The  ii\junction  only  restrains  the  trustee  fix)m 
paying  to  JLord  DiUon,  and  him  from  receiving  the 
annuity,  until  xoiough  is  reserved  for  the  Respondents. 
Tiie  anew  trustees  having  come  in,  pendente  lite,  are 
aot  necessary  parties.*  In  &ct,  the  new  trustees  are 
■Mr  farou^t  before  die  court  below,  and  the  Appel- 
hsts  might  have  called  them  as  parties.  But  Mr. 
ftitter  is.a  aufficient  representative  of  his  co-trustees, 

•  Met^f^.T»i9eri0ft,  2  Y.  and  B.  S06. 
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1828.  'Tijg  ^j33g  ig  reduced  to  this  question  of  equity :  Caa 

LORD  DILLON  B.  loaD,  by  his  own  contract  with  some  creditors,  gM 
FLiiKETT.    himself  an  interest  which  shall  not  be  subject  to  Us 
other  creditors  ?  He  could  not  do  it  at  latv^  why  am 
he  in  equity  ?  If  Lord  Dillon  could  reserve  to  himsoif 
6,000/.  a  year,  he  might  reserve  1 9,000/.    Will  equity 
enable  a  man  to  defraud  his  creditors  ?    Will  equity 
carry  trusts  into  execution  contrary  to  justice  ?    Wil 
equity,  by  means  of  trusts,  its  own  peculiar  creatora^ 
take  property  out  of  the  reach  of  creditors  and  give  it 
to  a  debtor?    This  5,000/.  a  year  existing  (miyiii 
equity,  is  to  be  dealt  with  according  to  equity.    Tim 
deed  conveys  every  thing  to  trustees.    The  Reqioa- 
dents  have  no  possible  means  of  payment  excefi  by 
application  of  the  5,000/.  a  year.    Lord  Dillon  resida 
abroad,  has  only  a  life-interest,  and  unless  the  money 
is  impounded  as  ordered,  the  Respondents  may  lose 
all  any  moment. 

21  Juij,  1828.  Tlie  Lord  Chancellor. — ^This  is  a  case  of  appeal 
from  certain  orders  made  by  the  Master  of  the  Bdb 
in  Ireland,  the  Lords  Commissioners  of  the  Grreat  Sell 
in  Ireland,  and  the  Lord  Chancellor  of  Ireland.  :B 
appears  that  the  Master  of  the  Rolls  in  Ireland,  the 
Lords  Commissioners  of  the  Great  Seal  in  Irelaiid, 
and  the  Lord  Chancellor  of  Ireland,  have  all  concuned 
in  their  judgment  in  respect  to  the  points  to  which  I 
am  to  call  your  attention,  but  the  parties  were  not 
satisfied  without  appealing  to  this  House  > 

This  case  arises  out  of  a  debt  due  to  the  Respon- 
dents, Plaskett  and  Brett,  who  are  wine-merchantB'iii 
this  city.  They  had  supplied  Lord  Viscount  DiUoB 
with  wine  to  the  amount  of  seven  or  eight  hnndnd 
pounds.  He  did  not  pay  the  bill :  in  conse'quence:of 
which  they  brought  an  action  against  him  in  1817,  in 
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the  Court  of  King's  Bench  in  this. country,  and  reco-      ^^28. 
vered  judgment.     They  were  not,  however,  able  to  umduIx^ 
obtain  any  fruit  of  that  judgment,  in  consequence  of 
which  it  became  necessary  for  them,  to  proceed  in 
Ireland.     They  brought  an  action  there  in  181 9,  and 
lecovered  judgment  in  tliat  action  to  the  amount  of 
1,000/.,  and  27/.  costs  of  their  debt.     A  Jieri  facias 
was  sued  out  upon  that  judgment,  to  take  possession 
<^  the  effects,  for  the  purpose  of  obtaining  the  fruits 
of  the  judgment :   but  the  moment  the  sheriff^  had 
taken  possession,  he  received  notice  on  behalf  of  Mr. 
Charles  Butler,  and  other  individuals  whose  names 
are  mentioned  in  this  paper,  who  describe  themselv^ 
as  trustees  under  a  deed  executed  in  the  year  1815, 
by  which  they  claimed  the  whole  of  this  property* 
The  consequence  was,  that  the  Sheriff*  was  obliged  to 
xelinquish  possession.     Under  these  circumstances  it 
faecame  necessary  for  the  Respondents  to  take  other 
proceedings,  for  the  purpose  of  recovering  their  debt, 
and  accordingly  they  filed  a  bill  in  the  Court  of  Chan- 
coy  in  Ireland  against  Viscount  Dillon,  and  against 
his  trustees :  answers  were  put  in  to  that  bill ;  and 
the  result  was,  that  it  was  discovered  by  the  Respon- 
4lents  that  a  deed  had  been  executed  m  the  year  181 6, 
.of  which  they  had  not  before  been  apprised ;    but 
"when  they  became  acquainted  with  all  the  particulars 
of  that  deed,  it  turned  out  that  by  that  deed  Lord 
Viscount  Dillon,  possessing  estates  in  the  counties  of 
Roscommon,  Mayo,  and  Westmeath,  in  Ireland,  and 
•in  Oxfordshire  in  this  country,  which  had  been  prer 
ylously  charged  with  certain  incumbrances,  and  which 
were  subject  to  those  incumbrances,  conveyed  them 
:to  trustees  for  the  purpose  of  securing  to  Lord  Dillon 
.6,000/.  a  year  for  his  life ;  and  with  respect  to  the 
jsorplus  rents  for  .the  purpose  of  discharging  the  debts 
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1^.  due  to  certain  pawns  who  had  executed  that  deed. 
It  is  quite  obvious,  therefore,  that  as  there  was  6,0001. 
a  year  not  subject  to  the  prior  incumbrances,  but  vd- 
served  to  Lord  Ditlon,  Messrs.  Plaakett  and  Bratt 
had  a  right  to  look  to  that  sum  for  the  purpose  of 
discharging  the  debt  which  he  owed  to  thenif  to  do 
which  it  was  necessary  to  proceed  in  acourt  of  eqnilj. 
The  Respondents  sued  out  an  elegit^  directed  to  the 
sheriff  of  the  county  of  Roscommon ;  after  that  efefjf 
had  been  sued  out,  and  returned,  they  filed  a  suppk- 
mental  bill ;  and  to  that  supplemental  bill  aDBim 
were  put  in  by  Lord  Dillon,  and  by  Mr.  Chsilei 
Butler,  the  trustee. 

Before  the  answer  to  the  suppl^nental  hill  wa  pit 
in  by  Mr.  Charles  Butler,  an  application  was  made  m 
the  part  of  the  Respondents  to  the  Master  of  the  Roll 
in  Ireland,  to  appoint  a  receiver ;  but  before  a 
was  appointed,  one  of  the  Masters  of  the  Court 
directed  to  ascertain  what  proportion  of  the  6,O00L  i 
year  it  would  be  necessary  to  set  apart  to  payds 
debt  of  the  Respondents.  The  Master  having  reportol 
that  1,250/.  of  this  sum  would  be  aecessary, 
was  appointed,  for  the  purpose  of  taking 
of  the  6,000/.  a  year  to  the  extent  of  1,2602.;  ui 
afterwards  another  order  was  made,  by  which  Ifc 
Butler  was  restrained  from  paying  over  the  whok  of 
the  5,000/.  a  year,  the  sum  of  1,2502.  being  Jaade 
applicable  to  the  purpose  of  dischaiging  this  dobL 
After  the  answer  was  put  in  by  Mr.  Buttery  an  oppE- 
cation  was  made  to  discharge  these  ordera  ;  bat  the 
Master  of  the  Rolls  refused  to  discharge  them ;  IlUik 
an  application  was  also  made  to  the  Lords  Comnn^ 
sioners,  and  they  also  refused.  After  the  answer of 
Lord  Dillon  came  in,  a  second  application  was  made 
to  discharge  these  orders ;  but  the  Master  of  the  1Mb 
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refusec}  to  dischaiige  them,  and  directed  that  the  order       ^®^ 
by  which  Mr.  Butler  was  restrained  from  paying  over  lord  dullon 
the  1,250/.  should  be  continued  till  the  hearing  of  the    wLAttxn. 
cause,  and  until  further  order. 

It  is  against  this  last  order,  and  the  other  orders 
which  are  the  foundations  of  it,  that  the  present  Appel- 
faurts  have  appealed.  With  respect  to  the  merits, 
there  can  be  no  question ;  every  possible  delay  has 
been  interposed  for  the  purpose  of  preventing  the 
Re^ndents  reaping  the  fruit  of  th^ir  judgment ; 
but  various  objections  have  been  made  in  point  of 
fium,  which  have  been  argued  with  great  ability  at 
the  Bar,  and  to  which  I  am  to  call  your  attention. 

In  the  first  place,  it  was  said  that  there  were  not  the 
proper  parties  to  the  suit ;  that  the  prior  incumbrancers 
QDght  to  have  been  made  parties  to  the  suit :  but  the 
prior  incumbrancers  had  nothing  to  do  with  this  order, 
ftir  thb  order  operates  only  on  the  5,000/.  a  year  that 
aame  into  the  possession  of  Mr.  Butler ;  and  the  only 
qiKBStacHi  is,  whether  Mr.  Butler  has^  a  right  to  take 
fMrnssion  of  it;  therefore  it  is  quite  clear,  that  the 
piior  incumbrancers  need  not  have  been  called  before 
the  court.  But  then  it  is  said,  that  the  creditors  who 
iprem  parties  to  the  deed  of  1815  ought  to  be  parties 
to  this  order*  The  same  answer  applies  to  them ; 
thqt  hftve  no  interest  in  this  question,  for  they  have 
no  light  to  any  of  the  rents  and  profits  till  the  5,000/. 
ba^been  paid. 

It  is  then  aaid,  there  are  two  particular  indivi- 
duals who  ar^  now  trustees,  and  ought  to  have  been 
imde  partiea  to  this  suit.  After  the  original  bill  was 
filed,  and  a  sliort  time  before  the  supplemental  bill 
waa  filed,  two  of  the  original  trustees  having  died, 
two  new  trustees  were  appointed,  but  no  communica- 
IMW  was  made,  previously  to  the  filing  of  the  supple^ 
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1828.  mental  bill^  of  those  additional  trustees  having  heeo 
lord'dillon  appointed,  nor  was  it  known  till  a  late  period  of  the 
cause  that  they  had,  in  point  of  fact,  been  appointed; 
they  stood  in  precisely  the  same  situation  and  the 
same  interest  with  Mr.  Butler,  and  it  does  not  appev 
that  when  this  case  came  before  the  Lord  ChanceDor 
any  objection  was  made  that  these  trustees  were  not 
parties.  If  any  objection  had  been  made,  it  would 
have  been  obviated  in  an  instant ;  they  i^ere  merely 
formal  paities,  and  their  names  might  have  beet 
added.  It  appears  to  me,  therefore,  that  even  if  them 
were  originally  an  objection  in  point  of  strict  law,  it 
ought  not  to  prevail  at  this  period  of  the  cause,  with 
respect  to  an  order  of  tliis  description,  a  mere  intedo- 
cutory  order^  tlie  object  of  which  is  to  secure  a  fimd 
for  these  claimants,  in  the  event  of  their  claim  bang 
ultimately  allowed. 

Having  disposed  of  these  objections  in  point  d 
form,  the  next  difficulty  raised  was  with  respect  to 
the  elegit.  It  was  said  that  the  return  of  the  elegit 
was  defective  in  point  of  form,  and  various  ingenkw 
arguments  were  raised  upon  that  point.  The  shdit 
answer  to  all  those  arguments  is,  that  it  was  not 
necessary  that  any  return  whatever  should  be  made; 
that  the  mere  suing  out  the  elegit  was  all  that  im 
necessary ;  therefore,  as  it  appears  to  me,  no  injurioo 
consequence  follows  in  this  cause  from  the  circain-' 
stance  of  any  defect  in  the  return  which  the  sheriff 
made  to  the  elegit.  Then  it  was  contended,  that  it 
appears  upon  this  return  that  sati^action  had  been 
made  to  the  present  Respondents,  that  the  property 
had  been  seized  into  the  hands  of  the  sherifT,  for  the 
purpose  of  discharging  this  debt.  The  answer  to  that 
is,  that  it  is  quite  clear  from  the  whole  nature  of  thcK 
proceedings,  and  the  pleadings  in  this  case,  that  there 
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had  been  no  satisfaction ;  and  it  is  quite  clear  from      1^28. 
the  answer  of  Lord  Dillon  himself  that  that  is  the  j^^d  dillon 
case.     I  apprehend,  therefore,  that  no  objection  can 
be  raised  from  the  supposition  that  any  satisfaction 
has  been  received,  that  supposition  being  built  on  the 
inaccurate  return  of  the  sheriff. 

The  only  remaining  objection  which  I  now  bear  in 
my  mind  is  that  there  ought  to  have  been  an  elegit 
in  each  county.  The  Irish  property  is  situate  in  the 
counties  of  Rosconunon,  Mayo,  and  Westmeath ;  only 
one  elegit  is  sued  out,  and  that  in  the  county  of  Ros- 
common. I  think  it  is  perfectly  clear  that  one  elegit 
was  sufficient. 

Having  disposed  of  these  questions  of  law,  I  should 
humbly  recommend  to  you  that  the  judgment  of  the 
court  be  affirmed ;  and  as  it  appears  to  me  that  the 
proceedings  have  been  conducted  entirely  for  the  pur- 
pose of  delay,  I  conceive  under  such  circumstances, 
there  being  no  serious  doubt  in  my  mind,  the  judg- 
ment ought  to  be  affirmed,  with  150/.  costs. 


Judgment  affirmed,  with  160/.  costs. 
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Francis  Arthur  Knox  Qorb  *    -    ^  jijppelkmL 

Robert  Edward  Viscount  Lorton, 
Daniel  Cuddy,  Henry  Carey,  audS  Respondentia 
Harriet  Kel^y  -    -    -    -    - 

And 

R.  E.  Viscount  Lorton     -    -    -    .    ^ppellani. 

F.A.  Knox  Gore ReepondeiU. 

A«,  by  marriage  articles,  bound  himself  **  to  paj  to  H.  vpoa  Ui 
marriage  with  E.,  (the  said  H.  settling  aU  tbo  estntCM  ud  m^ 
nej  he  was  then  entitled  to  on  the  iiwoA  of  the  BMurriage^  asi  s 
suitable  jointure  to  the  fortune  E«  gave  him,)  the  wm  if 
6y000/.''  H.  in  the  same  articles  bound  himself  *'  to  setde  sll 
the  estate  and  money  which  he  was  then  entitled  to  upon  Ai 
issue  of  E.,  and  a  jointure  of  500/.  a-year." 

Four  years  after  the  date  of  theae  articles  and  the  maiTi«f%H. 
acquired  an  estate  which  was  limited  to  the  issue  of  the  BHr- 
riage,  with  a  power  reserved  to  H.,  under  which,  alter  a  Ispss 
of  twenty-six  years,  he  by  deed  appointed  to  his  wife  EL  50(ML 
per  annum  by  way  of  jointure,  and  6,000/.  to  the  joongsr 
children  of  the  marriage  as  portions. 

Held  in  the  Court  below,  and  on  appeal,  that  this  was  a  perfc 
of  the  condition  upon  which  A.  contracted  to  give  to  H.  a 
riage  portion  of  5,000/. ;  and  that  so  much  of  that  sdoi  ai 
not  paid  on  the  marriage  became  due  on  that  event,  and  was  a 
charge  on  the  estate  of  A.,  payable  with  interest  from  the  data 
of  the  marriage. 

The  original  articles  were  not  produced  in  the  cause,  but  it  wit 
in  proof  that  H.  was  the  executor  of  A. ;  that  the  house  of  H. 
in  Ireland  had  been  occupied  by  a  French  and  rebel  army,  and 
his  papers  ransacked  and  scattered ;  that  L.  was  the  execator 
of  H.,  and  that  the  houses  of  H.  and  L.  had  been  searched,  bat 
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that  the  original  articles  could  not  be  found.  Under  theie  tSM. 
circamstancet  secondary  eyidence— yiz.  a  copy  of  the  articles  ^^^C^ 
sent  with  a  case  laid  before  counsel ;  a  charge  in  the  solicitor's  v. 

bill  for  the  copy  and  case ;  a  recital  of  the  Articles  in  an  Act  '^?'^^y* 
of  Parliament  for  settling  lands  on  the  issue  of  the  marriage » 
and  a  deed  appointing  a  jointure  according  to  the  articles  and 
portions  to  children,  under  a  power  resenred  by  the  Act,  were 
admitted  as  proof  of  the  ezktence  and  contents  of  the  articles. 
This  decision  was  affirmed  on  appeal. 

A.  by  his  will  limited  his  lands  to  E.  his  daughter,  and  H.  her 
hittband,  for  their  lives,  &c.;  remainder  to  their  sods  soocee- 
sirely  in  tail ;  remainder  to  M.  his  daughter,  and  F«  her  hu8« 
band,  for  their  lives,  &c« ;  remainder  to  their  sons  successively 
in  taU ;  with  divers  remainders  over,  including  C,  and  his  sons, 
and  their  issue ;  and  he  declared  and  provided  by  the  will,  that 
m  case  M.  or  F.,  or  the  sous  or  son  of  F.  and  H.,  or  either  of 
them,  should  become  entitled  to  the  estate  under  the  limitations 
of  the  will,  a  sum  of  2,000/.  should  be  charged  on  the  lands 
in  possession,  for  the  use  of  the  younger  children  of  C,  in  cer- 
tain specific  proportions.    E.  and  H.  died  without  issue.    The 
•oils  of  AL  and  F.  died  before  the  estate  beeame  vested  in  them; 
and  after  the  death  of  M.  and  F.,  and  the  expiration  of  the  pre- 
ceding life-estates,  G.,  a  grandson  of  M.  and  F.,  became  enti- 
tled under  the  limitations  of  the  will  to  an  estate-tail. 
Held  in  the  court  below,  and  on  appeal,  that  the  lands  having 
▼eeted  in  a  grandson,  and  not  in  a  son  of  M.  and  F.,  were 
aeverlfaeleas  liable  to  the  change  created  by  the  will  in  &vour 
of  the  younger  children  of  C. 
In  the  years  1758  and  1764  H.  had  paid  the  sums  of  400/.  and 
2,00N.  of  the  debts  of  A.,  and  had  from  time  to  time,  and  at  the 
periods  of  these  payments,  received  various  monies  belonging  to 
A»  from  his  agents.  A  \fi\\  being  filed  by  the  repreeentatives  of 
A.  to  ascertain  and  raise  certain  diarges  upon  A.'s  estate ;  H. 
in  his  answer  made  no  claim  in  respect  of  the  payments  of  the 
200/.  or  the  4,000/. ;  and  in  two  successive  charges  sent  in  bj 
him  before  the  Master,  he  did  not  make  any  such  claim ;  but 
atlast,ai  the  year  1817,  he  produced  a  chaige,  in  wMch  those 
earns  were  claimed  with  interest. 
Held  in  the  court  below,  and  on  appeal,  that  under  these  circusi^ 
stances,  the  claims  were  barred  by  laches  and  length  of  time, 
notwithstanding  the  pendency  of  the  accounts;  and  were  pro- 
perly disallewed  in  &e  san»  account  in  which  H.iras  charged 
with  monies  from  time  to  time,  and  during  the  period  in  qMs^ 
tion  advwced  to  Uqi  bgr  the  «gents  of  A«. 
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«^*«  On  the  30th  of  June,  1767,  Articles  of  Agreement 
LORDLoRTov  Were  executed  by  Annesley  Grore  in  the  words  and 
figures  following : — "  I  do  hereby  oblige  myself  to 
^*  pay  unto  Henry  King,  Esq.  upon  his  marriage  witli 
^^  my  daughter  Elinor  Gore,  (the  said  Henry  Km^ 
*^  settling  all  the  estates  and  money  he  is  now  entitled 
*'  to  on  the  issue  of  said  marriage,  and  a  suitabk 
*^  jointure  to  the  fortune  I  give  him,)  the  sum  of 
''  5,000/.  sterling.  Witness  my  hand  this  30th  dMj 
"  of  June,  1757.  A.  G.  If  Henry  King  recoven 
^^  the  Boyle  estate  left  him  by  the  late  Lord  Kings- 
*^  borough,  I  in  that  case  oblige  myself  to  pay  tbe 
**  said  Henry  King  at  my  death,  (provided  he  abo 
*^  settles  said  Boyle  estate  on  the  issue  of  said  ma^ 
*^  riage,  with  an  additional  jointure  on  said  estate  of 
^*  Boyle  proportionably,)  the  sum  of  5,000/.  Witnes 
**  my  hand  the  30th  of  June,  1757.     A.  G." 

At  the  same  time  Henry  King  signed  the  agrees 
ment  following : — 

^^  I  do  hereby  oblige  myself  to  settle  all  the  estate 
'^  and  money  which  I  am  now  entitled  to  on  the  iaane 
'*  of  Elinor  Grore,  and  a  jointure  of  500/.  a-year.  Aiid 
**  if  I  recover  the  Boyle  estate,  I  do  oblige  mjrself.lo 
<^  settle  the  same  on  the  issue  of  the  said  marriage^ 
*^  with  an  additional  jointure  on  die  said  estate  of 
"  Boyle  of  500/.  a-year." 

At  the  time  of  the  execution  of  these  articles  there 
was  a  suit  depending  between  Henry  King  and  liis 
eldest  brother,  Sir  Edward  King  (afterwards  Eari  of 
Kingston),  respecting  one  of  the  family  estates  ibalied 
the  Boyle  estate. 

The  marriage  between  Henry  King  and  Elinor 
Gore  took  place  on  die  day  of  the  date  of  the  ar- 
ucies. 

Henry  King  did  not  recover  the  Boyle  estate;  But 
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an  amicable  agreement  having  taken  place  between  ^^^* 
him  and  Sir  Edward  King,  and  a  deed  pursuant  to  qorb 
that  agreement,  bearing  date  the  6th  of  May,  1T61, 
having  been  executed  by  them,  a  private  Act  of  Par- 
liament was  passed  in  Ireland,  in  the  session  of  1761^ 
for  settling  the  differences  between  them ;  by  which  it 
was  enacted,  according  to  the  agreement,  that  certain 
lands,  &c.  in  Ireland,  therein  mentioned,  should  be, 
and  they  were  thereby  settled  to  the  use  of  Henry 
King  for  life,  with  a  power  to  settle  a  jointure  of 
600/.  yearly  on  his  wife,  and  also  with  a  power  to 
charge  the  lands,  &c.  with  6,000/.  for  the  portions  of 
younger  children,  with  remainder  to  the  issue  of  Henry 
King  in  tail  male,  with  remainders  over. 

By  a  deed  bearing  date  the  9th  of  May,  1787,  and 
made  between  Henry  King  of  the  1  st  part,  Elinor 
King  of  the  2d  part,  and  James  Stewart  and  the  Re- 
verend Thomas  Stewart  of  the  3d  part,  reciting  the 
articles;  and  the  Act  of  Parliament  and  powers  there- 
by created,  Henry  King,  in  consideration  of  the  mar- 
riage, and  of  the  sum  of  5,000/.  to  which  he  became 
intitled  as  the  marriage  portion  of  Elinor  King,  and  in 
performance  of  the  agreement  entered  into  by  him 
with  Annesley  Gore,  and  in  execution  of  the  powers 
to  him  given  by  the  Act  of  Parliament,  granted  and 
appointed  to  Elinor  King  his  wife  an  annuity  of  500/., 
chaiged  upon  the  lands  vested  in  Robert  French  and 
Annesley  Gore  by  the  Act  of  Parliament,  and  also 
ehaiged  the  same  premises  with  6,000/.  for  the  por- 
tions of  the  younger  children  of  the  marriage. 
•  This  Deed  of  Appointment  was  r^stered  on  the 
9th  of  May,  1787. 

'  Annesley  Gore  died  on  the  4th  of  November,  1781 . 
By  his  will,  bearing  date  the  8th  of  August,  1780, 
after  bequeathing,  two  small  annuities  and  a  legacy  .(^ 


jii^  ie^iaeeseri  due  sfl  his  jist  detmsbtmid  be  paid 

,A  ijft  jfeft  pfssnoai  •>9CsEe :  dnt  ilicr  KBcieacy  (if  aay) 
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hift  «]i»-i»^ii  Hgflrr  Kae-  ac  iior  asBicni^  fir  ikt 
of  rjidr  rc»{K3CZiTe  ftuaai  ima^    nidwat 

tJut  flrtate,  to  tJK  »e  of  9Kk  of  1^ 

EKmt  Kio^f  aad  tbdr  faein  ■■£&.  i» 
AonU  sfipont;  aad  far  A  fiih  rf anek 
then  f/i  the  f»e  4/  tke  ksae  cf 
male ;  a&d  m  defaah  of  Mtk 
the  tertatTiTft  daughter  Mary,  tiie 
Katix,  for  her  hfe ;  and  afio*  the 
Knox,  to  the  oae  of  Frauds  Kmk  Im*  kis  He ;  Md 
after  the  decease  of  Francis  Knox,  a»Fnuicis  Kaot 
junior,  aecond  imi  of  Francis  Knox,  far  ife ;  — difkr 
Ma  decease,  to  the  ase  of  hs  fint  Mid  e^ioir  adier  mb 
in  tail  male ;  and  in  defirak  of  anck  iasuet  tD  tke  ae 
of  Jamfm  Knox,  fetfaer  of  the  AppeDant,  who  aAar^ 
wards  took  the  name  of  Grore,  third  sob  ctf  Fraadi 
Knox,  senior,  for  life;  and  after  the  dcrrnnc  cf  Jansi 
(Jorc,  to  his  first  and  every  othor  son  ia  tail  nak^ 
with  remainder  to  Henry  Knox,  foorth  ami  «f  F. 
Knox,  senior,  for  life ;  remainder  to  his  first  and  other 
sons  successively  in  tail  male ;  remainder  to  Aaaedefi 
first  son  of  F.  Knox,  senior,  for  life ;  remainder  to 
his  first  and  other  sons  in  tail  male ;  ranaind«r  to  Ae 
Testator's  daughter  Anne,  the  wife  rf  Henry  Carej, 
for  life ;  remainder  to  her  husband  for  life ;  reasainder 
to  Henry  Carey,  junior,  their  secmd  aon,  iMr  Jife ;  r- 
mainder  to  his  first  and  other  sons  soocenaiyely  in4a3 
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male;  i^mamder  to Annesley Carey, their fii^ son, Ib^^      ^^^ 
life ;  with  remainder  to  his  sons  in  tail  successively. 

The  will  then  contained  the  following  provision  ^-^ 
'*  And  my  will  and  intention  is,  that  in  case  and 
**  as  soon  as  my  said  daughter  Mary  Knox,  or  the 
*'  said  Francis  her  husband,  or  die  sons  or  son  of  the 
*'  said  Francis  and  Mary,  or  eith»  of  them,  shall,,  by 
^^  virtue  of  the  limitations  aforesaid,  become  entitled  to 
*^  my  said  estate,  the  same  shall  then  be  and  beooma 
^^  cfaaiged  and  chaigeable  widi  the  paymentof  the  sum 
^^  of  2,000/.  sterling,  to  and  fi»r  the  use  (tf  the  yomiger 
^*  children  of  die  said  Henry  Carey  and  Anne  Carey 
*^  his  wife,  in  manner  following  (duit  is  to  say)  :r—Th0 
^*  sum  of  600/.  to  Henry  Carey,  second  son  (rf"  the  said 
*^  Heniy  Carey,  and  the  remaining  1,500/.  tothe  five 
««  daughters  of  the  said  Henry  andAnne,  and  the  survi-^ 
**  vors  and  survivor  of  them,  jshare  and  share  alike/* 

He  bequeathed  all  his  leasehcdd  interests  for  yearSt 
charged  widi  his  ddbts,  to  the  same  uses  as  his  real 
estate,  as  near  as  the  law  would  admit,  widi  a  power 
tohis  executcMTS  to  sell  such  part  of  his  real  and  lease* 
hold  estates  as  they  should  think  proper  for  the  dis- 
chaige  of  his  debts :  and  he  appointed  Henry  King, 
Fnuicis  Knox,  and  Henry  Carey,  executors  of  bis  will, 
which  was  proved  by  Henry  King;  who  entered  into 
the  possession  of  his  real  and  personal  estate. 

In  the  year  1798  a  French  army  landed  at  KiUah, 
in  die  county  of  Mayo,  a  corps  of  which,  accompanied 
by  a  body  of  rebels  dien  in  arms,  occupied  die  maa-r 
sion-hoQse  of  Henry  King,  in  the  town  oi  Ballina,  as 
their  head-quarters. 

.  At  the  time  when  the  French  and  rebel  army  took 
possession  of  die  mansion-house,  a  considerable  num* 
ber  of  deeds  and  papers  of  Henry  King  weve  deposited 
dim«,  and  were,  during  the  occupation  of  the  Bumsioa* 
bouse  as  aforesaid,  taken  fnm  die  phce  wiicare  Ihiciy 
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1828.      iim}  i)een  kept,  and  a  great  part  of  them  was  lost  or 

ooRB       destroyed,  and  the  remaining  part  was,  after  the  re- 

LORD^RTOM  ^^^^  ^^  ^^^  army,  found  scattered  about  in  a  state  of 

and  olhen.      coufusiou. 

Search  was  made  among  the  remains  of  the  deeds 
and  papers  of  Henry  King,  and  at  the  house  of  Loid 
Lorton,  his  executor,  for  the  original  articles,  but 
they  could  not  be  found.    The  secondary  evidence 
of  their  contents  rested  on  the  following  proc^ 
viz. : — ^the  recital  in  the  Act  of  Parliament,  and  in 
the  deed  of  appointment ;  a  copy  of  the  articles,  in 
the  hand-writing  of  Henry  Dixie  Lyster,  the  deik 
of  William  Lyster,  who  had  been  the  attorney  of 
Annesley  Grore  and  of  Henry  King;  a  case  v^iich 
had  been  laid  before  Theobald  Wolfe,  a  barrister, 
about  the  month  of  August,  1782,  in  the  hand-writing 
of  Henry  Dixie  Lyster,  and  referring  to  a  copy  of 
the  articles,  and  on  which  case,  Theobald   Wdfe 
wrote  that  he  had  read  the  copy ;   and  the  bill  of 
costs  of  Lyster,  which  appeared  to  have  been  paid  by 
Henry  King  to  William  Lyster  by  bills  of  exchange 
drawn  by  Henry  King  on  Messrs.  Latouche,  banken, 
in  which  Lyster  charges  the  cost  of  preparing  the  cue 
and  copy  of  the  articles,  and  laying  the  same  liefore 
Theobald  Wolfe.    It  was  also  proved  that  the  caae^ 
the  copy  of  the  articles,  and  the  bill  of  costs,  weie 
found  among  the  papers  of  Henry  King,  and  that 
both  William  Lyster  and  Henry  Dixie  Lyster  woe 
dead. 

The  object  of  laying  the  case  before  TheobaM 
Wolfe  was  to  obtain  his  opinion  whether  the  trustees 
named  in  the  will  of  Annesley  Gore,  or  Henry  King, 
Francis  Knox,  and  Henry  Carey,  could,  by  a  sale  or 
mortgage  of  a  competent  part  of  the  estates  of  Anntt- 
ley  Gore,  raise  a  sum  for  the  payment  of  the  maniage 
portion,  and  the  interest  thereof,  under  the  power 
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given  them  by  the  will,  to  sell  and  dispose  of  such  l^S28w 
part  of  his  real  freehold  and  leasehold  estates  as  they  oo&s 
should  think  proper,  for  the  dischai^e  of  the  debts  of 
Annesley  Gore. 

Elinor,  the  wife  of  Henry  King,  died  in  the  year 
1789,  without  having  had  issue. 

On  the  2d  of  December,  1814,  Annesley  Knox, 
Henry  Knox,  Arthur  Knox,  and  John  Knox,  as  exe- 
cutors of  Francis  Knox,  exhibited  their  bill  in  the 
High  Court  of  Chancery  of  Ireland  against  Henry 
King,  Mary  Knox  (since  deceased),  then  the  widow 
of  Francis  Knox,  and  the  then  next  tenant  for  life  of 
the  testator's  estates  expectant  on  the  death  of  Henry 
King,  James  Knox  Gore,  since  deceased,  the  then 
next  tenant  for  life  of  the  testator  s  estates  expectant 
on  the  decease  of  Henry  King  and  of  Mary  Knox, 
(his  elder  brother,  Francis  Knox  the  younger,  having 
previously  died  without  issue  male) ,  and  also  against 
the  appellant,  Francis  Arthur  Knox  Gore,  then  a 
minor,  the  eldest  son  and  heir  apparent  of  James 
Knox  Gore  and  fii*st  tenant  in  tail  of  the  estates  under 
the  will,  and  against  several  others,  in  order  to  re- 
cover the  amount  of  certain  judgment  debts  affecting 
the  estates  that  had  so  as  aforesaid  belonged  to  the 
said  Annesley  Gore  in  his  lifetime. 

Henry  King  answered  the  bill  on  the  3d  of  June, 
1815,  being  then  eighty-four  years  of  age,  and 
he  by  his  answer  admitted  the  plaintiff's  demands, 
but  denied  that  he  was  bound  to  pay  them,  having 
paid  very  large  sums  out  of  his  own  funds  in  dis- 
charge of  the  debts  due  by  Annesley  Grore  at  his 
decease,  over  and  above  the  amount  of  the  personal 
estate  of  Annesley  Gore,  for  which  sums  he  prayed 
by  his  answer  to  stand  in  the  place  of  the  creditors 
whose  debts  he  had  so  dischsurged  out  of  his  own* 
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1828^      funds,  and  to  have  the  same  decreed  to  be  chaigieB 
GORE       against  the  real  estates  of  Annesley  Gore. 

The  cause  was  heard  before  the  Lwd  ChancdJorrf 
Ireland  on  the  25th  of  February,  181T,  when  it  was  de- 
creed that  the  will  of  Annesley  Gore  was  well  proved, 
and  that  the  trusts  thereof  should  be  carried  into  eie- 
cution  ;  and  accordingly  it  was  referred  to  one  of  the 
masters  to  take  accounts ;  of  the  sums  due  to  the 
plaintiffs  on  their  judgments;  of  the  personal  estate  of 
the  testator,  with  the  nature  and  amount  of  such  per- 
sonal estate ;  into  whose  hands  same  had  come,  and 
how  the  same  had  been  applied  and  disposed  oi;  abo 
an  account  of  the  testator  s  debts,  legacies,  and 
funeral  expenses :  and  in  taking  such  accounts  the 
master  was  directed  to  inquire  and  report  wheda 
Bfiy  and  which  of  the  debts  of  the  testator  due  at 
his  decease  had  been  paid  by  Henry  King ;  and  if  he 
should  find  that  Henry  King  had  paid  such  defali^ 
he  was  then  to  inquire  and  report  out  of  ^hat  fimdi 
he  had  paid  such  debts,  and  if  he  should  find  Hat 
Henry  King  had  paid  any  of  the  debts  out  of  hs 
own  funds,  then  it  was  declared  that  Henry  Kiag 
should  be  entitled  to  stand  in  the  place  of  the  cre- 
ditors whose  debts  he  should  have  so  paid. 

Upon  this  reference  the  plaintiff  filed  a  charge  on  the 
foot  of  the  judgments,  and  proved  the  same ;  and  on  the 
8th  of  September,  1817,  Henry  King  filed  a  chaige 
with  two  schedules,  containing  the  particnbus  of 
such  debts  of  Annesley  Gore  as  had  been  paid  hj 
Henry  King.  In  the  second  schedule  to  the  cbaige^ 
the  following  items  were  inserted : — ^^  To  the  amomt 
of  money  remaining  due  by  the  said  Annesley  GoR 
at  the  time  of  his  decease  to  said  defendant,  and  of 
sums  paid  by  said  defendant  for  said  AnnesJey  Goie 

/.    To  principal  sums  due  on  fixit  of  other 

honds,  and  on  foot  of   other  judgments  obtained 
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against  said  Annesley  Gore  at  the  time  of  his  decease,      ,2^1; 
paid  by  said  defendant /.'*  oo*« 

Ah  additional  charge  vfBS  afterwards  filed  on  behalf  lo&dlomo* 
of  Henry  King,  claiming  the  principal  sum  of  3,000/.     *•* 
on  the  foot  of  the  marriage  portion,  with  the  snm  of 
4,382/.  for  the  interest  thereof,  from  the  date  of  the 
marriage  articles  to  the  day  of  the  death  of  Annesley 
Gbrt. 

Henry  King  not  having  been  able  to  discover  the 
orij^nal  articles  of  the  30th  of  June,  1T5T,  the  same 
cotild  not  be  produced  or  proved  before  the  master* 
on  taking  the  account,  but  the  secondary  evidence 
before  stated  was  laid  before  the  master. 

Jameb  Knox  Gfore,  on  the  3d  day  of  October, 
IfiflT,'  caused  personal  interrogatories  to  be  adminis- 
tered to  Henry  King.  He,  in  his  answer,  did  not 
cl^ni  credit  for  certain  sums  afterwards  claimed,  of 
40b/.  and  2,000/.,  or  the  interest  thereof.  And  as 
before  he  claimed  only  the  principal  sum  of  3,000/. 
oii  the  foot  of  the  portion,  and  4,382/.  interest. 

On  the  20th  of  March,  1819,  a  further  charge  was 
filed  on  behalf  of  Henry  King,  on  foot  of  the  principal 
smns  of  400/.  and  2,000/.,  and  the  interest  thereof, 
irhich  was  claimed  as  due  for  monies  paid  by  Henry 
King  on  account  of  Annesley  Gore ;  it  was  entitled 
the  further  charge  of  Henry  King,  containing  further 
particulars  of  the  second  item  in  the  second  schedule 
to  the  original  charge  of  the  said  Defendant. 

The  Master,  in  taking  the  account,  ruled  diat  the 
portidn  of  5,000/.  did  not  bear  interest,  and  deducted 
from  the  amonnt  of  the  principal  sum  of  5,000/.  the  sum 
dr^,e97/.,  fit)m  time  to  time  paid  by  Annesley  Gore's 
ageAts  to  and  for  Henry  King,  and  by  his  report, 
bearihg  date  the  1st  of  May,  1824,  found  that  the 

idf ^SbSt,  and  nO'more,  remained  due  to Hemy 
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1^^-  King,  on  the  foot  of  the  6,000/.,  at  the  time  of  the 
Go&B  death  of  Annesley  Gore,  although  the  Respondent  in- 
sisted that  after  the  aforesaid  deduction,  he  was  mani- 
festly entitled  to  interest  on  the  foot  of  the  marriage 
portion,  from  the  30th  day  of  June,  1T6T,  the  date  of 
the  marriage  articles,  to  the  4th  day  of  Novonber, 
1781,  the  day  of  the  death  of  Annesley  Gknie,  and  to 
have  the  said  2,69T/.  set  off  against  the  said  two  smiu 
of  400/.  and  2,000/.,  and  the  interest  thereof,  which 
was  also  the  desire  of  the  Appellant,  as  appears  by  one 
of  the  exceptions  filed  by  him  to  the  report,  in  case 
the  Master  allowed  the  Respondent  credit  for  the  tM 
last-mentioned  sums. 

In  respect  to  the  2,000/.  charged  upon  the  estates, 
in  favour  of  Henry,  the  second  son  of  Heniy  Garej, 
and  the  surviving  daughters  of  Henry  and  Anne  Gt- 
rey,  in  case  Mary  Knox,  or  Francis  her  husband,  or 
the  son  or  sons  of  Francis  and  Mary,  shoidd,  ondor 
the  limitations,  become  intitled  to  tlie  estate ;  a  chaip 
was  filed  by  the  assignee  of  Henry,  the  second  son  of 
Henry  Carey,  and  two  surviving  daughters,  the  Re- 
spondents Cuddy,  Carey,  and  Kelly,  to  whom  re- 
spectively the  Master  reported  the  principal  sum  of 
2,000/.,  with  interest,  to  be  due,  in  the  propwtkw 
specified  in  the  will. 

Pending  the  account,  Henry  King  died,  at  the  ag& 
of  ninety-one  years,  having  made  his  will,  and  ap- 
pointed the  Respondent  sole  executor;  and  the  Re- 
spondent having  obtained  probate  of  the  will,  the  caose 
was  revived  against  him.  The  report  of  the  Master 
having  been  filed,  the  Appellant  took  several  excep- 
tions thereto.  The  third  exception  was,  because  Ae 
Master  had  applied  several  sums  of  money,  amoant- 
ing  to  the  sum  of  2,697/.  in  liquidation  of  thesom  of 
5^0/.,  the  portion  of  Elinor  King,  whareaa  he  oagfat  to 
have  debited  the  Respondent  with  such  several  sami 
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of  money,  amounting  to  the  sum  of  2, 697/. ,  as  so  much       ^®^* 
money  paid  to  and  received  by  Henry  King,  to  the       gorb 
use  of  Annesley  Gore;  or  if  the  Master  was  warranted  lou^ktojt 
in  making  any  specific  application  thereof,  the  same    ^^^^ 
should  have  been  applied,  in  the  first  instance,  towards 
the  discharge  of  the  sums  of  400/.  and  2,000/.  in  the 
Appellant's  first  and  second  exceptions  mentioned. 

The  ninth  exception  was,  because  the  Master 
allowed  a  credit  to  the  Respondent  for  the  sum  of 
6,000/.,  the  portion  of  Elinor  King;  whereas  the 
Master  was  not  warranted  by  the  evidence  or  by  law, 
to  allow  any  sum  on  foot  of  the  poition. 

An  exception  to  the  report  was  also  filed  on  be- 
half of  the  Respondent;  because  the  Master  had  only 
allowed  credit  to  the  Respondent  for  2,203/.  for  the 
balance  due  on  foot  of  5,000/.,  the  portion  of  Elinor 
King ;  whereas  he  should  have  allowed  to  the  Re- 
spondent the  principal  sum  of  3,000/.  and  4,382/.  lOs.y 
the  interest  thereof,  from  the  30th  of  June,  1757, 
to  the  4th  of  November,  1781,  making  together 
7,382/.  10s. 

As  to  the  2,000/.,  with  interest,  reported  due  to 
the  Respondents  Cuddy,  Carey,  and  Kelly,  the  Appel- 
lant excepted  to  the  report  on  the  ground  that  it  was 
not  upon  the  events  a  charge  affecting  the  estate. 

The  cause  was  heard  on  the  report,  exceptions,  and 
merits,  on  the  26th,  27th,  and  28th  days  of  July, 
1824,  when  no  question  was  raised  respecting  the  ex- 
istence or  due  execution  of  the  marriage  articles  of 
the  30th  €i  June,  1757,  but  only  as  to  the  right  to 
interest  on  foot  of  the  portion. 

The  exception,  as  to  the  2,000/.,  was  overruled. 

Upon  the  third  and  ninth  exceptions  of  the  Appel- 
laat,  and  on  the  exception  filed  on  behalf  of  Respond- 
ent, it  was  referred  back  to  the  Master,  to  take  an 
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1828.  account  of  the  sum  due  on  the  foot  of  the  por- 
^^ToK^  tion,  the  court  declaring,  that  the  portion  was  pay- 
able, with  interest,  from  the  day  of  the  marriage  of 
Henry  King  and  Elinor  Gore,  and  that  the  Respon- 
dent was  not  entitled  to  credit  for  the  sums  of  400/. 
and  2,000/. 

Against  this  decretal  order,  there  was  an  appeal  by 
the  plaintiff  in  the  suit  below,  and  a  cross  appeal  by 
Lord  Lorton,  as  executor  of  Henry  King. 


Upon  the  direct  appeal,  it  was  contended,  on  behalf  of 
the  Appellant,  that  there  was  not  a  sufficient  foundation 
laid  in  evidence  to  entitle  the  Respondent  Lord  Lor- 
ton to  read  secondary  evidence  of  the  alleged  artklei 
of  the  30th  of  June,  175T,  and  that  there  was  not  any 
proof  before  the  court  of  the  said  articles :  That  it  did 
not  appear  that  the  sum  of  6,000/.  chimed  under  the 
articles  of  1T5T,  was  at  any  time  an  existing  chaiige 
against  the  Appellant's  estate.     The  alleged  articki 
of  1T5T  rested  on  mutual  and  dependent  covenants,  and 
the  portion  was  not  to  be  thereby  payable  until  Heny 
King  should  settle  on  the  issue  of  the  marriage  the 
estate  and  money  he  was  then  entitled  to,  and  imke 
a  jointure  for  his  wife  pursuant  to  his  covenant,  idaA 
covenant  did  not  appear  ever  to  have   been  Mf 
performed,  and  therefore  it  was  aigued  that  no  debt 
existed  on  tlie  £3ot  of  the  sum  of  6,000/.  claimed  hf 
the  Respondent  Lord  Lorton,  even  suppoaiDjg  the 
allied  articles  to  have  been  executed.    If  the  sum  of 
5,000/.  was  a  debt  existing  from  the  date  of  the  ar- 
ticles, or  at  the  marriage  of  Henry  King  with  Miv 
Gore,  it  was  barred  by  length  of  time,  befiue  the 
death  of  Annesley  Grore,  which  did  not  take  place  ftr 
more  than  twenty-four  years  after  the  marriage^  aad 
the  date  of  the  articles,  and  should  be  preBumed  lo 


ooas 
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have  been  paid  by  Annesley  Grore :  and  not  being  a      l^- 
debt  due  by  Annesley  Gore,  at  the  time  of  his  death,  it 
conld  not  be  a  charge  on  his  real  estate  under  his  will. 

If  the  execution  of  the  alleged  deed  of  1767  made    •^  •*>>•» 
the  sum  of  5,000/.  a  debt  of  the  testator,  it  could 
only  have  been  a  debt  due  and  payable  from  the 
execution  of  the  deed  of  1787,  the  sum  of  5,000/. 
not  being  sooner  payable,  if  at  all.  Supposing  the  sum 
of  5,000/.  to  be  a  charge  on  the  estates,  it  did  not  ap- 
pear, from  the  copy  of  the  articles  of  1757,  that  in- 
terest was  to  be  payable  on  the  sum  of  5,000/.  therein 
mentioned,  and  now  claimed  by  the  Respondent  Lord 
Ixnton,  and  tliere  is  no  evidence  of  a  demand  made 
Irf  die  principal  sum,  or  any  part  thereof,  from  An- 
nesley Qore.    If  interest  was  payable,  it  is,  under 
ay  the  circumstances,  to  be  presumed,  that  all  interest 
on  the  sum  of  5,000/.  was  paid  during  the  lifetime 
tyf  Annesley  Gore,  had  by  the  bill,  filed  by  Henry 
Kbg  in  1788,  he  claims  a  balance  of  3,000/.  only, 
to  be  due  on  the  alleged  charges;  and  even  if  the 
settlement  of  1787  were  to  be  considered  as  a  per- 
formance, by  Henry  King,  of  his  covenant,  in  the  al- 
leged articl^  of  1 757,  it  would  not  entide  him,  or  the 
BeqKmdent  Lord  Lorton^  to  interest  from  the  mar- 
riage, by  relation  back.    Supposing  the  interest  to 
have  become  in  arrear,  at  the  death  of  Annesley 
Gore,  it  is  to  be  presumed,  that  Henry  King,  who  re- 
c<»ved  the  rents  and  profits  of  the  estates  of  Annesley 
Oore,  retained  the  interest  thereof;  and  at  all  events 
the  decree  or  decretal  order  should  not  have  decreed 
im    account  to   be  taken  on  the  foot  of  the    in- 
terest of  the  5,000/.,  without  decreeing  an  account  of 
the  rents  and  profits  received  by  Henry  King   who 
was  bound  to  keep  down  the  interest  out  of  the  rents, 
if  the  read  estate  was  charged  with  the  6,000/. 


300  GA8B9  IN  THE  HOUSB  OF  UOfBD» 

1628.  \q  to  the  2,0002.,  the  estate  of  Annesley  Gore  m§ 

ooRB  oiily  to  become  chargeable  with  the  sum  of  2,0001.  in 
the  event  of  Mary  Knox,  or  Francis  Knox,  her  husband, 
or  the  son  or  sons  of  Francis  or  Mary  becoming  eo- 
titled  to  the  estate,  which  event  has  not  yet  takcB 
place,  and  it  does  not  appear  that  the  testator  ia- 
tended  to  charge  his  estate  at  all  evrats. 


V. 
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For  the  Respondent  it  was  contended,  that  if  tk 
question  of  fact  were  now  open,  (which  the  Respondoit 
submitted  it  was  not,  not  having  been  made  the  groond 
of  any  distinct  exception  to  the  Master's  report,  nor.any 
question  raised  thereon,  upon  the  hearing  beknv,)  there 
is  sufficient  proof  of  the  existence,  loss,  and  contentB  of 
the  marriage  articles  of  the  30th  of  June,  1T61, 
whereby  Annesley  Gore  bound  himself  by  deed,  to  p^ 
to  Henry  King  the  sum  of  5,000/.,  as  the  portionrf 
Elinor  Gore,  the  daughter  of  Annesley  Gore :  thil 
Henry  King  was  entitled  to  receive  interest  on  tk 
marriage  portion,  inasmuch  as  the  portion  was  paya- 
ble immediately  upon  the  celebration  of  the  mairuge^ 
and  he  had  by  articles  bound  himself  to  settle  all  Ui 
property  on  the  issue  of  the  marriage,  and  a  jointure  of 
500/.  a  year  on  Elinor,  and  by  his  marriage  with  EEdot, 
he  subjected  himself  to  her  immediate  support  suitable 
to  her  rank  in  life,  and  to  the  support  of  the  issne  of 
his  marriage,  and  if  he  had  died  at  any  time  afiber  the 
celebration  of  the  marriage,  Elinor  would  have  beet 
entitled  under  the  articles,  to  an  annuity  or  jointure  of 
500/.  a  year,  charged  on  all  the  property  of  Hemy 
King,  and  the  issue  (if  any)  of  the  marriage  wooU 
have  been  entitled  to  all  his  property,  subject  to  tie 
jointure,  though  Henry  King  had  not  executed  aoy 
deed  of  settlement  in  pursuance  of  the  Articles. 

Although  the  right  of  Henry  King  to  enforce  the 
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actual  payment  of  the  portion  and  the  interest  thereof,       ^®^' 
might  be  postponed  until  he  had  executed  a  deed  se-       qoke 
curing  to  Elinor,  and  the  issue  of  the  marriage,  the  i^npioRToif 
provisions  intended  for  them  by  the  articles :  yet  a    ■* 
.delay  in  executing  such  a  deed  cannot  affect  his  right 
to  receive  the  interest  of  the  portion,  from  the  date  of 
the  marriage;  for  the  articles  having  been  executed  for 
the  valuable  consideration  of  marriage,  a  court  of 
equity  would  have  compelled  the  specific  execution 
of  the  agreement  therein  contained  on  his  part. 

Henry  King  did  by  deed  of  appointment  of  the  9th 
of  May,  1TS7,  make  such  provision  for  Elinor,  and 
the  issue  of  the  marriage,  as  by  the  marriage  articles, 
he  was  boimd  to  make  for  them.  And  he  thereby 
at  least  entitled  himself  to  be  paid  the  portion  with 
interest  from  the  b^inning. 


The  cross  appeal  turned  upon  the  following  facts  : 
In  the  year  175S  Annesley  Gore  became  indebted 
by  bond  to  one  Anne  Henry  in  the  sum  of  1 ,000/. 
In  1T61  Henry  King  paid  400/.  in  part  of  the  debt 
owing  upon  the  bond.  In  1764  Annesley  Grore  be- 
came indebted  to  the  Bishop  of  Killala  by  bond,  in 
the  sum  of  2,000/.  On  the  6th  of  December,  1764, 
H«iry  King  paid  the  money  due  on  the  bond.  Be- 
tween the  years  1767  and  1776,  Annesley  Gore  paid 
to  Henry  King  various  sums  of  money,  amounting  to 
2,697/.  In  the  answer  filed  in  1816,  by  Henry  King, 
to  the  bill  for  ascertaining  and  raising  the  charges 
upon  the  real  assets  of  Annesley  Gore,  as  before  stated, 
Henry  King  made  no  claim  in  respect  of  these  pay- 
ments of  400/.  and  2,000/.  After  the  decree  in  Sep- 
tember, 1817,  Henry  King  brought  into  the  master's 
office,  a  chaise  on  the  foot  of  debts  of  Annesley  Gore 
paid  by  Henry  King.    These  payments  were  not  in- 


V. 
I^&DLORTIHI 


302  GA«IE8   IN   THE  HOU8B  OF  U»DS 

1828.  eluded  in  that  charge.  In  October,  1811,  he  irfes 
CM»RB  examined  upon  interrogatories.  In  his  answer  he  made 
no  claim  in  respect  of  these  payments.  But  in  March, 
1819,  a  further  charge  ^vas  filed  on  behalf  of  Heni^ 
King,  claiming  the  sums  of  400/.  and  2,000/.  i^ith  in- 
terest from  the  respective  times  of  payment,  and  the 
Master  having  reported  in  ftfvomr  of  diese  chunis, 
exceptions  were  taken  to  his  rq)ort,  which,  ctti  tieaiftilg 
the  cause  in  1824,  were  allowed  as  to  Che  400/.,  j0h 
the  ground  that  the  debt  had  been  discharged  by  the 
application  of  bilk,  to  the  amomit  of  396/.,  sent  by 
Annesley  Gore  to  Henry  King;  and  as  to  the  2,0001, 
on  the  ground  that  the  claim  had  been  barred  by  the 
statute  of  limitations. 

Against  the  decree  and  ord^  allowing  these  excep- 
tions, the  cross  appeal  by  Lord  Lorton  was  presented. 


For  the  Appellants  in  the  cross-appeal — 
Francis  Arthur  Knox  Qote  did  not  by  any  ezeep- 
tion  to  the  report,  claim  credit  fi)r  the  sum  of  S86l. 
mentioned  in  the  decree  or  order,  bnt  had  sabmitted 
to  the  Master  s  decision  in  respect  thereof,  the  Master 
having  refused  to  give  him  credit  for  that  sam,  and  bo 
exception  having  been  taken  to  the  report  on  tfait 
account.  It  did  not  appear  by  any  evidence  in  the  cum 
that  biUs  to  that  or  any  other  amount,  were  sent  by  An- 
nesley Gore  to  Henry  King ;  the  only  evidence  rekthf 
to  the  bilb  being  an  entry  in  the  account  book  of 
Francis  Moran,  dated  the  15th  November,  1761,  it 
the  following  words  and  figures, — ^^  Bilb  to  Mr.  Gme 
to  send  to  Henry  King,  Esquire,  396/."  which  is  cer- 
tainly evidence  of  nothing  more  than  that  thoae  bilb 
were  handed  to  Mr.  Gore,  bnt  no  evidence  of  aM 
further  use  they  were  applied  to  by  him. 
^upposmg  it  had  been  prov^  that  the  biUi  hid 
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been  sent  by  Annesley  Gore  to  Henry  King,  it  would      l*W- 
have  been  necessary  to  have  shewn  that  the  396/.  was 
paid  on  account  of  the  sum  specified  in  the  exception. 

As  to  the  second  exception,  an  executor  is  not  bound 
to  insist  on  die  statute  of  limitiutions,  in  bar  of  a  lair 
demand,  and  is  no  more  bound  to  insist  upon  it  against 
hJB  own  demand  than  against  any  other. 

Supposing  the  statute  of  limitations  might  have 
lieen  set  up  as  a  bar  to  this  demand  of  the  Appellantf 
Fkinds  Artliur  Knox  Gore  did  not  rely  on  it,  or  all^e 
it  as  a  bar  before  the  Master,  or  in  his  excepti(H[is  to 
the  report,  and  therdTore  ought  not  to  have  had  any 
benefit  from  the  statute  at  the  hearing  on  the  excep- 
tions. 

Francis  Artliur  Knox  Gore  had  bera  allowed  credit 
by  the  Master  in  tibe  account,  on  the  foot  of  the  mar^- 
riage  portion  of  6,000/.  for  the  several  sums  of  money 
paid  to  Henry  King,  from  tin>e  to  tkne,  in  the  life- 
time of  Annesley  Grore,  in  the  report  specified,  amount- 
ing altogether  to  the  sum  of  2,697/.,  the  greater  part 
itf^indiich  had  been  paid  by  Annesley  Qore  to  H^iry 
King  between  the  time  of  the  payment  of  the  sum 
to  the  bishop  of  Killala,  and  the  death  of  Annes- 
ley Gore,  not  one.  oi  which  sums  appears  by  the 
Afoster's  rqport  to  have  been  paid  on  any  particular 
account ;  and  the  payments  so  made  to  Henry  King, 
subsequent  to  the  payment  made  by  him  of  the  sum 
of  2,000/.  to  the  bi^op  of  Killala,  ought  therefore  to 
he  presumed  to  have  been  paid  to  Henry  King  on 
account  eiihe  sum  of  2,000/.  which  he  had  advanced 
to  the  bishop  of  Killala,  or  the  amount  thereof,  and 
might  have  been  so  applied. 

HowevOT  the  sums  were  to  be  applied,  it  appeals 
by  the  Master's  repiHrt,  that  not  one  of  die  sums  was 
paid  rathin  six  years  previous  to  Annesley  Qoce  a 
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1828.  decease.  And  therefore  the  statute  of  limitatioos 
ooKB  ought  not  to  have  been  allowed  in  bar  of  Appellant's 
LOKDLORTox  "S^'^  ^^  Credit  for  the  2,000/.  so  paid  to  the  bishop  of 
«M  ociwn.  Killala,  and  the  interest  thereof,  without  expressly  di- 
recting that  the  Appellant  should  not  be  chai^ged  many 
way  with  the  sums  amounting  to  2,697/.,  the  statnteof 
limitations  operating  in  bar  of  the  whole  of  the  somi 
comprised  in  the  said  sum  of  2,697/.  upon  any  principk 
on  which  it  can  be  held  to  operate  against  the  Appel- 
lant's having  credit  for  the  2,000/.  so  paid  by  Heniy 
King,  to  the  bishop  of  Killala.  The  Appellant  ought 
either  to  have  credit  for  the  sum  paid  by  Henry  King 
to  the  bishop  of  Killala,  or  he  ought  not  to  be  chaiged 
with  the  sum  paid  by  Annesley  Gore  to  Henry  Kii^; 
for  if  on  the  principle  of  there  being  cross  demands 
and  a  running  account  between  the  parties,  the  item 
on  one  side  are  taken  out  of  the  statute,  so  also  miBt 
those  on  the  other  side. 

For  the  Respondent — 

As  to  the  First  Exception  :  It  appears  by  the  re- 
ceipt of  the  18th  of  December,  1761,  upon  which  the 
claim  of  400/.  and  interest  is  founded,  that  the  pay- 
ment was  made  by  Annesley  Gore,  and  that  Hemy 
King  was  only  the  agent  in  making  it,  and  must  be 
taken  under  the  circumstances,  and  particularly  at  tUs 
distance  of  time,  to  have  procurol  from  AnneBl^ 
Gore  funds  to  enable  him  to  make  such  payment. 

If  such  a  debt  ever  existed,  this  pajrment  mu8ti 
from  the  length  of  time  that  elapsed  between  the  time 
of  payment  and  the  death  of  Annesley  Gore,  netriy 
twenty  years,  be  presumed  to  be  satisfied,,  and  more 
especially  as  Annesley  Gore  was  a  man  of  considerabk 
property,  and  such  presumption  is  strengthened  by 
the  fact  of  Henry  King,  who  survived  Annesley  Gore 
a  number  of  years,  not  having  made  any  clailn  on  the 
foot  of  such  payment  until  the  year  1819. 
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It  appears  that  the  said   sum  of  400/.   was  dis-       1S^« 
charged  by  the  application  of  bills  sent  by  Annesley      "^^^^^ 
Gore  to  Henry  King.  ^^^  l^„^^ 

The  balance  due  upon  the  bond  (after  payment  of    ^  ^"»«™- 
400/.)  was  paid  by  Annesley  Gore,  and  the  security 
taken  up  by  him  and  cancelled  by  cutting  off  the  seal, 
and  under  such  circumstances,  and  in  such  state,  the 
bond  came  into  the  hands  of  Henry  King  as  executor 
of  Annesley  Gore,  with  all  his  other  papers,  and  upon 
t&e  death  of  Henry  King  came  into  the  hands  of  the 
Appellant  as  executor  of  Henry  King,  and  King's  pos- 
session of  /the  bond  is  consistent  with  the  fact  of  the 
discharge  of  the  whole  amount  thereof,  by  and  with 
the  money  of  Annesley  Grore.     If  such  a  debt  ever 
existed,  it  was  ban-ed  by  the  statute  of  limitations  in 
the  lifetime  of  Annesley  Grore. 

As  to  the  Second  Exception  :  The  sum  of  2,000/. 
in  this  exception  mentioned  does  not  appear  to  have 
been  a  payment  made  on  account  of,  and  for  the  pro- 
per debt  of  Annesley  Grore,  who  was  one  only  of  two 
obligors  in  the  bond ;  it  might  have  been  a  payment 
for  the  debt  of  his  co-obligor,  or  of  Henry  King  him- 
self, who  held  valuable  renewable  interests  as  tenant 
under  the  see  of  Killala. 

If  the  payment  was  made  on  account  of  Annesley 
Gore,  it  should,  under  all  the  circumstances,  at  this 
distance  of  time,  and  especially  as  no  claim  was  made 
on  the  foot  of  such  payment  until  the  year  1819,  be 
presumed  that  Henry  King  (who  acted  as  agent  for 
Annesley  Gore,  in  making  other  payments  from  the 
fimds  of  Annesley  Gore) ,  had  made  such  payment  also 
with  Annesley  Gore's  money,  and  not  from  the  private 
funds  of  Henry  King. 

The  production  of  that  bond  by  the  representative 
of  Henry  King  is  not  in  itself  evidence  that  the  pa]r- 
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evidence  oi  the  contents  and  the  execution  of      ^9». 
those  articles.     Now,  in  the  first  place,  adverting  to       «•»« 
the  form  of  the  exception  to  the  Master's  report,  it  i,m»'mm>m 
does  not  appear  to  me  that  the  question  is  raised  with 
lespect  to  the  sufficiency  of  the  evidence  as  to  the  ex- 
istence or  contents  of  those  articles.    The  terms  of 
Ae  exception  are  not  such  as  very  distinctly  to  raise 
that  question,  nor  do  I  believe  it  was  ever  intended 
te  raise  that  question.    It  is  true  that  the  terms,  per- 
IwpB,  are  sufficiently  large  to  embrace  it.   The  excep- 
licMi  is  in  these  words  :  ^^  For  that  the  said  Master  by 
<  Itts  said  report  allows  a  credit  to  the  said  Viscount 

*  LorlOD  for  the  sum  of  2,303/.,  being  an  aU^ed  ba- 
'  knee  of  a  sum  of  6,000/.,  the  aliped  portion  of  Eli- 

*  nor  Gore,  one  of  the  daughters  of  Annesley  Qore,  on 

*  ber  marriage  with  the  said  Henry  King,  on  foot  of 

*  the  said  alleged  portion."  Whereas  the  said  Master 
KVRS  not  warranted  by  evidence  or  law  to  allow  any  sum 
on  foot  of  the  said  portion.  There  are  questions  exist- 
ing  in  this  case  quite  sufficient  to  satisfy  these  terms  of 
Ae  exception  that  the  ^^  Master  was  not  warranted  by 
^  evidence  or  law  to  allow  any  sum  on  the  foot  of  the 
^>  said  portion ;"  and  therefore,  although  the*  tams  of 
that  exception,  perhaps,  are  large  enough  to  embrace  a 
question  of  this  kind,  I  do  not  think  it  was  the  inten- 
tion of  the  parties  at  the  time  when  that  excq>tioii 
^wiM  .framed  to  raise  this  particular  question ,  for  I 
tUnk  as  an  objection,  was  taken  in  the  Master's  office 
tO'  the  evidence  for  the  establishment  of  those  articles, 
if  it  had  bemi  intmded  before  the  Court  of  Chancery 
to.  agitate  this  question,  the  terms  of  the  exception 
WQuJd  have  pointed  to  it  more  distinctly.    It  -is  stated 
in,. the  Respondent's  case  (and  there  is  nothing  to 
throw  doubt  upon  it  in  the  case  on  the  otha*  side) 
tbit  in  point  of  feci  this  objection  was  .not  insistoA 
BpcHi.in  the  Coitft  of  Chaneery :  itisstntedtfcat 
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1828.  allusion  was  made  to  it,  but  that  so  far  from  its  being 
ooRK  insisted  upon,  it  was  actually  abandoned  at  the  bar  1^ 
LQMu>RToii  the  counsel.  That  was  stated  at  the  bar  of  the  house  is 
and  othert.  jj^^  course  of  the  argument,  and  I  did  not  hear  it  de- 
nied on  the  other  side.  I  hare  since  had  some  oon- 
versation  with  the  noble  and  learned  Lord  befare 
whom  the  case  was  heard,  who,  according  to  the  bat 
of  his  recollection,  does  not  consider  that  this  questin 
was  agitated  at  the  bar  of  the  Court  of  Chancery,  bit 
that  the  main  question  which  was  there  agitated,  WMk 
whether  or  not  Henry  King,  or  the  representatives  «f 
Henry  King,  were  entitled  to  a  claim  of  interest  made 
upon  the  sum  contained  in  those  articles  ;  and  if  ia 
the  result  it  should  turn  out  that  the  question  was  not 
raised  in  the  Court  below,  or  when  alluded  to  im 
abandoned,  the  House  will  not  allow  such  an  objec- 
tion to  prevail,  coming  here  per  sattum  for  considaa- 
tion,  and  now  raised  for  the  first  time  at  the  barof  tke 
House,  especially  a  question  of  this  nature. 

But  I  would  beg  leave  to  call  your  attention  to  tk 
evidence  for  the  purpose  of  establishing  the  existence 
and  the  execution  of  tliis  instrument,  because  I  tlmk 
it  is  impossible  to  advert  to  tliat  evidence  and  to  en- 
tertain any  doubt  whatever  that  these  articles  in  tUi 
form  did  exist,  and  that  they  were  executed  by  Ao- 
nesley  Gore. 

Upon  this  enquiry,  as  the  articles  themselves  wcR 
not  produced  before  the  Master,  evidence  was  brought 
forward  for  the  purpose  of  giving  a  satisfactory  accooat 
of  their  having  been  lost  or  destroyed,  and  that  efi- 
dence  was  of  this  description.  These  articles  were 
supposed  to  have  been  executed  in  the  year  1T5T. 
In  the  year  1798,  in  consequence  of  tlu^  rebellion 
which  at  that  time  existed  in  that  part  of  Ireland,  a 
body  of  troops,  consisting  of  Irish  rebels  and  French 
troops,  took  possession  of  the  luiuse  ci  Mr.  Heniy 
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King;  they  established  tlieir  head-quarters  in  that       ^®28. 
house,  and  held  possession  of  it  for  a  very  consider-       oorb 
able  time;  and  a  witness  who  gave  evidence  in  the  umD^moH 
progress  of  this  cause,  proved  that  he  was  upon  the    *^ 
premises  at  the  time,  and  that  all  the  closets  and 
drawers  were  ransacked,  and  all  the  papers  and  deeds 
"trere  scattered  about  the  different  rooms  of  the  house. 
It  is  natural,  therefore,  to  suppose,  that  under  such 
iSiMmistances,  many  of  them  must  have  been  de- 
alroyed.      Henry  King  Wias  the  representative  and 
eiecator  of  Annesley  Gore ;  if  there  were  two  parts, 
tiierefeire,  of  this  instrument,  they  would  come  into 
the  possession  of  Henry  King.    Lord  Lbrton  was  the 
executor  of  Henry  King :  with  a  view  to  this  enquiry, 
ind  with  a  view  to  this  cause,  the  premises  at  Bal- 
foa^  which  was  the  house  of  Henry  King,  were 
aiWched  for  the  purpose  of  discovering  those  articles, 
and  the  depositories  of  Lord  Lorton,  who  was  the 
executor  of  Henry  King,  containing  any  papers  be- 
ttM^ging  to  Henry  King,  both  in  Dublin  and  the  country, 
ifere  searched  and  carefully  examined,  and  there  was 
BO  trace  whatever  of  those  original  articles*    Upon 
dik  evidmice,  it  was  competent  for  this  purpose,  to 
admit  secondary  evidence  of  the  existence,  execution, 
imd  contents  of  these  articles. 

Now  that  evidence  was  of  this  description :  Annesley 
Gonre  ^Ued  in  1781,  the  articles  having  been  executed 
in  the  year  1757.  The  very  year  after  his  death, 
Hemry  Khig,  by  means  of  Mr.  Lyster,  his  attorney, 
stated  a  ease  for  the  opinion  of  Mr.  Wolfe  (at  that 
time  Attomey-Qeneral  for  Ireland,  and  afterwards 
Lord  Kilwarden),  with  reference  to  those  very  articles. 
The  object  of  the  case  was  to  ascertain  whether  or  not 
a.pliit  (rf  the  property  of  Annesley  Gore  might  be  'sold 
for  the  purpose  of  discharging  this  debt.     In  the  case. 

VOL.  n.  Y 
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1^28.       itself,  the  substance  of  the  articles  was  set  out,  but 
GORB       the  case  referred  to  a  copy  of  the  articles  by  which  the 
LORDtoRTON  ^^^  ^^^  supposcd  to  bc  accoiupanied ;  there  was  an 
and  othen.    opinion  upon  the  case  in  the  hand-writing  of  Mr. 
Wolfe,  wliich  hand- writing  was  proved,    and  Mr. 
Wolfe,  in  his  own  hand-writing,  lias  said  with  refer- 
ence to  the  copy  which  is  stated  to  have  accoiupanied 
the  case,  "  I  have  read  it  f'  there  is  no  doubt,  there- 
fore, that  the  case  for  the  particular  purpose  to  whidi 
I  have  referred  was  laid  before  Mr.  WoUe  in  the  yev 
1782,  the  year  after  the  death  of  Mr.  Annesley  don^ 
that  case  being  wholly  written  by  a  sou  of  Mr.  Lystar, 
who  was  the  attorney  of  Mr.  King,  and  had  beoddie 
attorney  of  Mr.  Annesley  Gore. 

There  is  also  a  bill  of  costs  which  was  found  amoog 
the  papers  of  Mr.  Henry  King,  in  the  hand-writing  of 
Mr.  Lyster  s  son,  adverting  to  this  very  case^  and 
making  a  charge  for  it,  which  bill  of  costs  is  proved 
afterwards  to  have  been  paid.  Under  such  circoffl- 
stances,  therefore,  it  can  hardly  be  supposed  that  the 
copy  which  was  thus  sent  to  Mr.  Wolfe  for  his  opioin 
with  reference  to  the  subject  to  which  I  have  adverted 
could  have  been  any  other  than  a  genuine  copy  <tf  the 
instrument ;  and  the  instrument  probably  exkted  it 
that  time,  for  that  was  in  1T82,  many  yean  befie 
this  supposed  destruction  of  the  instrument,  by  the 
means  to  which  I  have  adverted,  which  was  in  tk 
year  1798. 

In  an  act  of  parliament  passed  in  the  year  1764,  i 
very  few  years  after  the  date  of  the  execution  of  those 
articles,  a  power  is  given  to  charge  those  estates  whid 
belonged  to  Mr.  Henry  King,  with  a  jointure  of  SOOL 
a-year;  and  in  the  year  1783,  a  settlement  is  made  on 
Henry  King  under  this  power,  corresponding  exactly 
with  the  sum  mentioned  in  the  articles. 
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Now,  taking  this  evidence,  and  taking  all  the  cir-       1828. 
cumstances  of  this  case  together,  I  think  I  should  do       oo»e 
wrong  in  suggesting  to  your  Lordships  any  other  LORDiLDmww 
course  than  that  of  confirming  that  part  of  the  decree    andotiier*. 
which  relates  to  those  articles.     I  am  of  opinion  that 
I  cannot,  under  these  circumstances,  recommend  to 
your  Lordships  to  set  aside  the  decree,  on  the  ground 
that .  there  is  no  sufficient  evidence  to  satisfy  your 
Lordships  that  those  articles  did  exist  in  the  form  in 
which  they  are  represented  in  the  copy,  and  that  they 
were  executed  by  Mr.  Annesley  Gore :  I  think  if  I  did 
I  should  give  your  Lordships  improper  advice  in  a 
case  of  this  description,  particularly  where  there  is 
great  reason  to  doubt,  whether  this  question  was 
raised  at  the  hearing  in  the  court  below.    I  think  I 
ought  not  to  recommend  to  your  Lordships  to  reverse 
any  part  of  this  decree  founded  on  the  supposition 
that  there  was  not  sufficient  evidence  of  the  existence 
of  those  articles. 

The  only  material  question  that  remains  to  be  con- 
sidered, is  the  question  of  interest.  That  question 
arises  out  of  the  construction  of  the  articles.  The 
articles  are  in  these  terms.  I  have  already  read  them, 
but  I  win  advert  to  them  again,  to  shew  the  precise 
terms  on  which  the  question  depends . — **  I  do  here- 
**  by,"  says  Mr.  Annesley  Gore,  "  oblige  myself  to  pay 
"  unto  Henry  King,  Esquire,  upon  his  marriage  with 
**  my  daughter,  Elinor  Gore;  and  the  said  Henry  King 
**  settling  all  the  estates  and  money  he  is  now  entitled 
^'  to  on  the  issue  of  said  marriage,  and  a  suitable  join- 
**  ture  to  the  fortune,  I  give  him  the  sum  of  5,000/. 
**  sterling:"  it  should  seem,  that  after  that  part  of  the 
articles  had  been  written,  some  treaty  or  negociation 
must  have  existed  between  the  parties,  because  your 
Lordships  will  find,  that  it  is  upon  Mr.  Henry  King 
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1828.  making  a  suitable  jointure  to  the  fortune  I  give  him, 

ooRB  which  is  a  sum  of  5,000/.  sterling.    In  a  note  writteo 

LOKDLOKTON  ^^  ^^  bottom,  aucl  signed  by  Mr.  Henry  King,  be 

ud  othen.  g^yg^  ii  I  Jq  oblige  myself  to  settle  all  the  estate  and 

'^  money  which  I  am  now  entitled  to  on  the  issue  of 
^^  Elinor  Gore,  and  a  jointure  of  500/.  a  year;*'  so 
that  it  should  seem,  that  between  the  period  when 
the  original  memorandum  was  made  by  Mr.  Annesley 
Gore,  and  the  period  of  the  memorandum  adopting 
his  proposition,  signed  by  Mr.  Henry  King,  who 
was  to  make  a  suitable  jointure,  according  to  the 
memorandum  signed  by  Mr.  Annesley  Gore,  that  was 
settled  between  them  as  a  jointure  of  600/.  a  year; 
and  he  says,  therefore,  in  answer,  ^^  I  do  herdif 
^^  oblige  myself  to  settle  all  the  estate  and  money 
'^  which  I  am  now  entitled  to  on  the  issue  of  EEuiar 
^^  Gore,  and  a  jointure  of  500/.  a  year ;  and  if  I  re- 
^^  cover  the  Boyle  estate,  I  do  oblige  myself  to  aettk 
^^  the  same  on  the  issue  of  said  marriage,  with  an  ad- 
^^  ditional  jointure  on  said  estate  of  Boyle,  of  500/.  a 
^^  year :"  with  respect  to  the  Boyle  estate,  it  is  not 
necessary  to  advert  to  that  matter,  for  it  does  not 
appear  that  he  recovered  the  Boyle  estate. 

Now  what  took  place  upon  that  ?  It  appears  thit 
there  was  an  obligation  on  the  one  party .  to  pay 
5,000/.;  there  was  an  express  distinct  obligation  on  the 
other  to  settle  all  the  money  to  which  the  party  wu 
entitled,  so  as  to  create  a  jointure  of  500/.  a  year; 
there  were  mutual  obligations  of  this  description. 
What  tock  place  ?  It  appears  that  there  was  at  tfaii 
period  a  contest  between  Henry  King  and  his  brother, 
Sir  Edwaid  King,  with  respect  to  a  considerable  part 
of  the  property  in  controversy.  That  was  carried  oa 
for  a  considerable  period,  and  at  last,  in  1762^  it  was 
settled  by  a  mutual  arrangement  between  the  parties. 
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For  the  purpose  of  confirming  the  arrangement,  an       ^^^8. 
act  of  parliament  was  passed,   and  it  appears,  that       gorb 
by  that  act  of  parliament  all  the  property  which  this  lommhtpk 
gentieman,   Mr.  Henry  King,  was  entiUed  to,    aU     •«*  ^^ 
the  real  property  he  was  entitled  to,  was  included  in 
that  act  of  parliament,  and  became  the  subject  of  a 
settlement  under  that  act.   Now  the  settlement  under 
that  act  of  parliament,  so  far  as  it  is  necessary  to 
state  it,  is  of  this  description:^ — ^Mr.  Henry  King 
took  an  estate  for  life,  with  remainder  to  his  issue  in 
tail ;  there  was  a  power  to  raise  600/.,  for  the  purpose 
of  a  jointure  to  Mrs.  Elinor  King  his  wife,  and  a 
pOTticm,    not  exceeding  a  sum  of  6,000/.,   for  his 
younger  children.    If  this  power  had   been  imme- 
diately executed,  that  would  have  been  a  fulfilment, 
as  fiir  as  the  real  property  was  concerned;  and  it 
does  not  appear  that  he  was  possessed  of  any  per- 
sonal property ;  but  in  point  of  &ct  the  power  was 
not  immediately  executed,  owing  to  some  accidental 
circumstances  which  are  not  sufficiently  explained  in 
this  case.     It  was  not  till  the  year  1787,  but  still 
during  the  lifetime  of  Mrs.  King,  that  this  power  was 
executed ;  there  was  then  a  settlement  executed,  re- 
faiing  to  these  marriage  articles,  an  appointment  by 
which  she  was  to  have  600/.  a  year,  and  6,000/.  was 
settled  for  the  use  of  the  younger  children.   In  1787, 
therefore,  these  articles  were  completely  fulfilled,  as 
far  as  the  real  property  was  concerned ;  and  it  does 
not  appear  that  there  was  any  personal  property,  as 
&r  as  the  interests  of  Mrs.  King  were  concerned. 
Her  interests,  therefore,  were  completely  satisfied  by 
the  execution  of  this  instrument,  which  was  executed 
during  her  lifetime,  and  she-  had  the  fiill  benefit  of 
this  stipulation.    The  6,000/.  was  to  have  been  paid 
upon  the  marriage ;  the  stipulation  on  the  part  of 
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1828.       Mi-s.  Henry  King,  which  was  a  binding  obligatioo 

upon  him,  was,  that  he  would  jexecute  aa  iostruinent 

LORTON  ^^  ^  particular  description,   which    settlement    ¥?ag 

and othen,    aftcrwaids  cxccuted  so  as  to  give  Mrs,  Elinor  King, 

the  wife,  the  full  benefit  of  it.     As  the  money  w» 

not  paid  at  the  time  when  it  ought  to  have  been,  it 

follows,  I  think,  that  interest  ought  to  be  chaigfad 

according  to  the  opinion  of  the  court  below  (which  I 

think  was  perfectly  coirect),  from  the  period  of  the 

'  date  of  the  marriage,    when  the  money  ought,  n 

][X)int  of  fact,  to  have  been  paid  ;  1  think  that  is  Ae 

proper  construction  of  this  argument,  and  under  tbeK 

circumstances,  I  am  clearly  of  opinion,  that  this  put 

of  the  judgment  of  the  court  below   was   perfiocdy 

correct. 

There  is  another  question  relating  to  sums  of  40QL 
and  2,000/.,  which  were  monies  supposed  to  havebeeii 
paid  by  Mr.  Henry  King  to  the  Bishop  of  Killala  and 
others.  With  respect  to  that  transaction,  considering 
the  time  at  which  it  was  brought  forward,  considering 
the  course  pursued  by  Mr.  Henry  King  himself,  and 
considering  the  late  period  at  which  any  claim  m 
made  on  the  part  of  Mr.  Henry  King,  taking  all 
circumstances  into  consideration,  I  am  of  opinian, 
that  the  judgment  of  the  couil  l>elow  was  just  and 
proper  in  disallowing  these  claims. 

I  have  referred  to  the  cross  appeal,  and  the  minute 
considerations  arising  out  of  it,  and  I  have  read  the 
papers  with  great  attention.  I  should  detain  your 
Lordships  too  long  if  I  were  to  go  into  them.  I  think 
it  will  be  sufficient  to  say  I  am  satisfied  that  the  coone 
pursued  by  the  Court  of  Chancery  in  Ireland  ww 
correct,  and  that  upon  the  whole,  with  reference  to 
all  the  parts  of  it,  this  judgment  ought. to  be  affirmed. 

With  respect  to  costs  in  this  case,  it  was  a  case  of 
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great  complexity,  embracing  a  great  many  considera-  '^* 
tions,  and  perhaps  it  \^'ill  be  too  much  to  say  that  it  oohb 
was  not  properly  brought  under  the  consideration  of 
your  Lordships ;  under  such  circumstances  it  may  be 
prc^r  to  move  that  it  be  affirmed  without  costs.  With 
respect,  however,  to  the  question  of  costs,  I  would 
take  a  little  time  to  consider  as  to  part  of  them ;  the 
question  arising  out  of  the  claim  of  the  two  Careys 
and  Mr.  Cuddy,  the  representative  of  .one  of  them. 
I  think  that  with  respect  to  that  part  of  the  case  which 
appears  to  me  too  clear  to  admit  of  doubt,  your 
Lordships  might  give  an  opinion  that  these  parties 
were  entitled  to  their  costs ;  the  rest  is  altogether  so 
complicated,  and  involves  so  many  questions  of  feet, 
atad  so  many  considerations  of  law,  that  peiiiaps  it 
will  be  better  to  affirm  the  decree  without  costs.  The 
difficulty  and  complexity  of  cases  in  the  courts  in 
Ireland,  arises  out  of  the  extent  of  the  causes  in  point 
of  time.  This  originated  out  of  articles  executed  in 
1757,  and  out  of  an  account,  the  first  item  of  which 
wte  about  the  year  1760.  It  is  not  master  of  surprise, 
therefore,  that  there  should  be  complexity  as  to  the 
facts  and  as  to  the  law  arising  out  of  these  circum-* 
stances. 


Judgment  affirmed. 
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11<HIILL 

^^^  IRELAND. 

(court  of  chancery.) 

Roger    Montgomery    Hamii/ton 
McNeill,  and  Daniel  McNeill 

Michael  Cahill  &  Robert  Grove 

T.na^T-ra     ------- 


^ppelianti. 


Respendeiit$. 


The  House  of  Lords  having  made  an  order,  containing  dedn- 
tions  as  to  the  rights  of  parties,  and  remitting  the  case  totti 
court  below,  with  directions ;  it  is  not  competent  to  the  esHi 
below,  upon  the  same  state  of  evidence,  to  give  any  jodgmBit 
inconsistent  with  the  declarations  and  directiona  of  the 
of  Lords. 


The  order  which  Mras  made  by  the  House  of  Lonh 
in  this  cause,  as  reported  antcy  vol.  ii.  (1  at  aer.) 
was,  by  an  order  of  the  Court  of  Chanceiy  in  Irebai 
dated  on  the  6th  of  November,  1820,  adopted,  asl 
made  an  order  of  that  court. 

Upon  the  reference  which  took  place  npon  that  or 
der,  the  Master  made  a  Report  on  the  31st  of  Ja- 
nuary, 1821,  the  material  parts  of  which  are  incorpo- 
rated in  the  following  (among  sixteen)  exceptim, 
which  were  taken  to  the  Report  by  the  Respondeot, 
Michael  Cahill : — 

First  Exception. — For  that  the  Master  has  by  Idb 
said  report  found  that  Roger  Hamilton  McNeill,  the 
&ther  of  the  Plaintiff  Roger,  had  no  right  to  sell  the 
estate  of  Taynish ;  whereas  the  Master,  on  the  evi- 
dence laid  before  him,  should  have  found  that  the  said 
Koger  Hamilton  M'NeiU  had  a  right  to  sell  the  estate 
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of  Tayoish,   and  therefore  the  Defendant  Michael       *®^' 
Cahill  excepts  to  said  report.  wfrnmiuL 

Second  JEtVceptian. — For  that  the  said  Mustm*  has 
also  in  and  by  his  said  report  stated,  that  the  int€re6t 
of  the  said  Roger  Hamilton  M'Neill,  in  the  purchase- 
money  arising  by  the  sale  of  the  Taynish  estate,  after  * 
paying  the  heritable  debts,  amounting  to  9,000/.,  and 
the  sum  of  2,000/.  the  fortune  of  Defendant  Cahiirs 
late  wife,  viz.  the  sum  of  10,000/.  British,  was  that  of 
tenant  for  life,  and  that  the  said  son  of  Plaintiff  Roger 
Montgomery  Hamilton  McNeill,  upon  his  death  was 
entitled  to  the  said  sum,  and  by  the  law  of  Scotland 
had  a  claim  in  respect  thereof,  upon  the  estate  of  his 
said  fiither,  in  the  hands  of  the  Defendant  Cahill,  as  \m 
executor ;  whereas  the  Master,  upon  the  evidence  laid 
before  him,  should  have  reported  that  the  said  Roger 
Hamilton  McNeill  was  not  mere  tenant  for  life  of  the 
said  purchase  money,  but  had  the  absolute  interest 
therein,  and  that  the  Plaintiff  Roger  Montgomery 
Hamilton  McNeill  was  not,  upon  the  dec^th  of  his  said 
i^tha-,  entitled  to  the  said  sum  of  10,000/.  or  any  part 
thereof,  and  had  not  by  the  law  of  Scotland,  in  re- 
spect th^:-eof,  a  demand  against  the  estate  of  his  said 
&ther,  in  the  hands  of  the  Defendant  Cahill,  as  his 
executcn*. 

Third  Exception. — For  that  the  said  Master  has, 
in  and  by  his  said  report,  found  that  the  Plaintiff! 
Ri^er  Montgomery  Hamilton  M.'N^iU,(Ud.npt)l)yhis 
interference  with  the  rents  of  the  Jtaplock  c^te,  as  it 
appeared  in. evidence  before  him,  forfeit  )iis  li^ht  un- 
der the  settlement  of  1T43,  in  said  Report  mentioned, 
or  his  claim  to  the  money  arising  from  the  sale  of  the 
said  Taynish  estate ;  whefeas,  etc. 

Fourth  Exception.^Vov  that  the  said  Master  has, 
in  and  by  his  said  Report,  found  that  certain  suits  were 
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^^ij  instituted  by  the  Plaintiff  Roger  Montgomery  Ha- 
milton M'Neill,  in  the  Scotch  courts,  respecting  the 
will  of  his  said  father,  but  has  not  reported,  as  he  ought 
to  have  done  on  the  evidence  before  him,  that  such 
suits  related  also  to  part  of  the  purchase  money  of  the 
said  Taynish  estate,  which  was  claimed  by  the  Defeo- 
dant  Cahill,  as  executor  of  the  said  Rc^r  HamikoB 
McNeill,  deceased.  And  in  which  suits  the  said  Plam- 
tiff  Roger  Montgomery  Hamilton  McNeill  was  an  in- 
tervenient  party,  and  claimed  the  same  likewise. 

Fifth  Exception. — For  that  even  supposing  thtf 
the  said  Roger  Hamilton  McNeill  liad,  as  reported  by 
the  said  Master,  no  right  to  sell  the  estate  of  Taynidi, 
and  that  his  interest  in  the  purchase  money  ariaup 
from  the  sale  thereof,  was  that  merely  of  tenant  fir 
hfe;  and  that  his  son  the  Plaintiff  Roger  Montgomeiy 
Hamilton  McNeill  became  entitled  to  the  said  sum  of 
10,000/.,  part  of  said  purchase  money,  and  by  the  law 
of  Scotland  had  a  claim  in  respect  thereof,  upon  the 
estate  of  his  father ;  yet  upon  the  evidence  before  the 
said  Master,  and  particularly  by  the  said  proceediags 
in  the  said  courts  of  Scotland,  and  the  dischai^  awl 
disclamation  in  said  report  mentioned,  he  should 
have  found  that  the  said  Plaintiff  Roger  Montgo- 
mery Hamilton  McNeill  had  extinguished  all  claim 
against  his  said  father's  estate  in  the  hands  of  the  said 
Defendant  Cahill,  as  his  executor ;  and  therefore  De- 
fendant Cahill  excepts  to  the  said  report. 

Si^th  Exception. — For  that  the  said  Master  has 
stated  in  his  said  report  that  the  said  Roger  Mont- 
gomery Hamilton  M'Neill,  upon  the  death  of  his  said 
Mher,  was  entitled  to  the  said  sum  of  1 0,000/.,  and,  bjr 
the  law  of  Scotland,  had  a  claim  in  right  thereof  against 
the  estate  of  his  said  father,  in  the  hands  of  Defendant 
as  his  executor,  without  sufficient  evidence  to  warrant 
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him  to  do  so :  and  therefwe  the  Defendant  Cahili  ex-       ^^^* 
cepts  to  the  said  report*  m^ncill 

The  cause  was  heard  on  the  report,  exoeptions, 
and  merits,  in  March,  1825,  when  the  Lord  Chan- 
cellor overruled  the  first  and  also  the  second  excq>- 
tion,  90  &r  as  the  same  depended  on  the  construction 
of  the  deed  of  the  15th  day  of  June,  1743,  in  the 
pleadings  mentioned,  but  subject  to  the  order  to  be 
made,  on  the  result  of  die  evidence  pit>duced  before 
the  Master,  in  regard  to  the  fifth  and  sixth  excq)tions, 
and  he  overruled  the  third  exception,  subject  to  the 
order  to  be  made  on  the  fifth  and  sixth  exceptions, 
and  he  allowed  the  fourth  exertion  generally,  and 
he  abo  allowed  the  fifth  and  sixth  exceptions,  it 
being,  as  he  declared,  very  doubtful  from  the  trans- 
action between  the  patties,  the  decree,  and  disclaimer, 
and  all  the  other  evidence  in  the  cause,  whether  (tbe 
Appelant  having  in  the  year  1782  ratified  die  sale  of 
Taynish)  he  had  received  any  part  of  the  produce 
th^'eof,  or  had  in  any  manner  compromised  his  rights' 
tha^o,  no  claim  having  been  made  in  respect  thereof 
imdl  the  year  1807  or  1808,  and  it  being  impossible, 
after  the  deaths  of  Roger  Hamilton  McNeill,  the 
lather,  and  Dr.  McNeill,  to  ascertain  (if  any  thing 
was  dne  to  the  Appellant  in  that  respect)  the  amount 
thereof;  and  the  Lord  Chancellor  overruled  the  seventh, 
eighth,  ninth,  thirteenth,  fourteenth,  fifteenth,  and 
sixteenth  exceptions;  and  also  the  tenth,  eleventh, 
and  twelfth  exceptions,  subject  to  the  return  of  the 
Master  s  report,  and  he  referred  it  to  the  Master,  to 
take  an  account  of  the  rents  of  the  purchased  lands 
in  the  pleadings  mentioned,  received  by  the  Appellant 
Roger  Montgomery  Hamilton  M*NeilI,  from  1789  to 
the  year  1816,  when  the  Respondent  got  into  pos- 
session, afid  also  to  take  an  account  on  the  foot  of 
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1^.  the  {Hrincipal  and  interest  of  the  purchase  mcHiey  n 
the  pleadings  mentioned  during  the  same  period ;  and 
directed  that  a  balance  should  be  struck  thereon,  and 
in  case  any  balance  should  appear  to  be  due  to  the 
Appellant,  Roger  Montgomery  Hamilton  M^NeiU,  on 
such  account  the  same,  with  interest  thareupon,  domi 
to  the  time  of  payment,  was  to  be  computed  and 
charged  against  him ;  but  if  any  balance  on  audi  ac- 
count should  appear  to  be  due  to  the  said  Respon- 
dent, the  same  was  to  be  accordingly  charged  against 
the  Appellant. 

Against  the  order  made  upon  the  second^  third, 
fifth,  and  sixth  exceptions,  and  also  the  CMrder  upon 
the  tenth,  eleventh,  and  twelfth  excepticms,  and  the 
order  whereby  it  was  referred  to  the  Master  to  tdse 
an  account  of  the  rents  of  the  purchased  lands  in  (k 
pleadings  mentioned,  received  by  the  AppeUant  fipon 
the  year  1789  to  the  year  1816,  when  the  Respondent 
got  into  possession  :  and  an  account  on  the  foot  of 
the  principal  and  interest  of  the  purchase-money  ia 
the  pleadings  mentioned  during  the  same  period,  and 
against  the  direction  that  in  case  any  balance  shonU 
appear  to  be  due  to  Appellants  on  such  account^  tk 
same,  with  interest  thereupon  down  to  the  time  d 
payment,  should  be  computed  and  chai^ged  agaimt 
the  Respondent,  but  in  case  any  balance  on  saA 
account  should  appeal*  due  to  Respondent,  the  same 
to  be  accordingly  charged  against  the  Appellants, 
this  Appeal  was  presented. 


For  the  Appellants — 

As  to  the  order  made  upon  the  2d,  3d,  6th,  and 
6th  exceptions,  the  House  of  Lords,  by  their  decree, 
had  determined  the  Appellant's  right  to  an  inquiry, 
wheUier  he  Jiad  any  claim  against  the  Respondent  as 
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executor  of  Roger  Hamilton  M*Neiil,  with  respect  to  ^^8. 
the  purchase  money  of  the  Taynish  estate  by  the  law  ufmnv 
of  Scotland,  notwithstanding  the  evidence  in  this 
cause  which  was  before  the  House,  upon  the  hearing 
of  the  former  appeal  in  this  cause ;  and  although  it 
appeared  upon  the  evidence  before  the  Master,  that 
the  Appellant  had  such  claims  as  reported  by  the 
Master,  yet  the  Lord  Chancellor  professed  to  make 
the  said  order  upon  the  evidence  in  the  cause  as  bar- 
ring the  Appellant's  right  to  any  relief,  notwith- 
standing the  decree  of  the  House  and  the  finding 
of  the  Master. 

*  Ev^i  supposing  that,  notwithstanding  the  order  of 
the  House,  the  court  below  was  justified  in  taking 
into  consideration  the  several  matters  stated  in  the 
said  order,  there  is  no  ground  for  supposing  that  the 
Appellant  had  received  any  part  of  the  purchase 
money  of  the  Taynish  estate,  or  compromised  his 
rights  thereto,  the  only  evidence  in  the  cause  being 
tliat,  after  the  discharge  of  the  incumbrances  affect- 
ing the  estate,  the  purchase  money  had  been  paid 
to  Roger  Hamilton  McNeill,  or  to  his  agents,  the 
Master  having  by  his  report  so  fi)und,  which  is  un- 
excepted  to  in  tliis  respect;  and  the  Respondent 
having  stated  in  his  case,  upon  the  former  appeal  in 
this  cause,  that  a  sum  of  10,000/.,  or  thereabouts, 
part  of  21,000/.,  for  which  the  Taynish  estate  was 
sold,  was  applied  in  paying  off  different  incumbrances 
on  the  estate,  including  2,000/.,  the  portion  of  the 
Re^ndent's  wife,  as  the  only  younger  child  of 
Roger,  the  father,  and  Elizabeth  his  wife ;  and  that 
the  remainder  of  the  21 ,000/.  except  about  700/., 
was  received  by  Dr.  M*Neill,  on  the  account  of  Roger 
the  father ;  and  the  Respondent,  in  his  answer  to  the 
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1B28.       Appellant's  original  bill  in  this  cause,   having  relied 
M«NEiLL     upon  Roger  Hamilton  McNeill  being  sefeed  in  fee  of 
CAHLL.      the  Taynish  estate,  and  entitled  to  dispose  thereof  as 
he  thought  proper. 

The  2d,  3d,  5th,  and  6th  exceptions  are  taka 
upon  the  ground,  that  the  Master  found  by  his  report 
the  several  matters  to  which  the  said  exceptions  are 
taken,  contrary  to  the  evidence  laid  before  him,  yet 
the  Lord  Chancellor  did  not  profess  to  make  \m 
order  upon  the  evidence  laid  before  the  Master. 


For  the  Respondent — 

Roger  Montgomery  Hamilton  McNeill  cannot  be 
considered  as  having  had  an  estate  or  interest  in  the 
Taynish  estate,  under  the  contract,  and  must  be  con- 
sidered as  having  relmquished  all  right  to  the  par* 
chase-money  (if  any  such  he  had),  by  his  haviD|^ 
interfered  with  the  Raplock  rents,  during  the  life  of 
his  father,  and  demanding  a  portion  of  them  by  In 
original  bill,  in  this  cause,  and  on  account  of  delibe 
rate  acts  of  election,  to  abandon  all  benefit  under  the 
contract,  and  insist  upon  his  rights  against  his  father, 
and  on  account  of  his  repeated  acknowlec^gmentB  of 
the  i*ight  of  Michael  Cahill,  as  executor  of  his  father, 
to  receive  the  said  purchase  money,  and  particalarl;f 
by  the  release  and  disclamation  in  the  Scotch  court 

Independently  of  the  circumstances  of  this  casei  ft 
court  of  equity  ought  not  to  favour  so  stale  a  danaod 
as  that  made  by  the  Appellant  Roger  Montgomeiy 
Hamilton  McNeill,  respecting  the  purchase-money  rf 
the  Taynish  estate,  particularly  as  he  did  not  think 
proper  to  make  such  demand  in  the  lifetime  of  the 
parties  who  were  privy  to  the  transaction,  and  at  tUi 
distance  of  time,  and  referring  to  the  circnmstance  of 
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Roger  the  father  having  paid  a  large  sum  of  money  out  ^®^- 
of  the  purchase-money,  for  and  on  account  of  Roger 
Montgomery  Hamilton  M'Neill,  about  the  time  he 
ratified  the  sale,  and  also  the  circumstance  of  Rc^er 
Montgomery  Hamilton  N*NeilI  receiving  the  Raplock- 
rrats,  it  must  be  presumed,  that  an  arrangement  was 
entered  into  between  Rc^er,  the  &ther,  and  the 
Appellant  Roger  Montgomery  Hamilton  M'NeilI» 
whereby  the  Appellant  Roger  Montgomery  Hamilton 
McNeill  gave  up  all  title  and  claim  to  the  purchase 
money  of  the  Taynish  estate. 

For  the  Appellants — Sir  C.  fFetherell  and  Mr.^ 
Shadwell. 

For  tlie  Respondents — Mr.  Hart  and  Mr.  Lynch ^ 


The  Lord  Chancellor. — In  this  case,  upon  the  23dJai7»i8M. 
Ibrmer  appeal,  a  very  special  order  was  made  by  the 
House,  in  pursuance  of  which  a  reference  to  the  Master 
iras  made  in  the  court  below,  on  several  points  which 
were  the  subject  of  the  order.  The  Master  having 
made  his  Report,  sixteen  exceptions  were  taken  on 
the  part  of  the  Respondent,  many  of  which  were 
allowed,  and  the  present  appeal  is  against  that  allow- 
ance. The  parties  are  in  this  situation.  One  object 
of  the  biU  filed  in  the  court  below  was  to  set  aside  the 
sale  of  the  Taynish  estate ;  another  object  was  to 
obtain  an  account.  As  to  the  estate,  the  father's  in- 
terest vested  in  him  under  the  Umitations  of  a  mar- 
riage settl^nent  The  Appellant  was  the  only  son  of 
that  marriage.  The  estate  was  sold  by  the  father, 
and  the  money  received  by  him.  The  material  ques- 
tion was  in  the  result,  whether  the  purchase  money 
80  received  should  form  part  of  tlie  account  to  be 
taken  between  the  Appellant  and  the  Respondent,  as* 
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1828.      executor  of  his  father.    It  was  contended    in  the 

former  stage  of  the  cause,  that  for  this  purpose  the 

matter  was  not  sufficiently  put  in  issue,  and  the  oooBt 

below  adopting  this  view  of  the  case,   dismissed  die 

bill.     Upon  the  apfieal  against  this  decree,  it  was  ■ 

this  point  reversed,  this  House  being  of  opiniim  tiMt 

the  question  was  sufficiently  put  in   issue    by  Ar 

pleadings  to  warrant  an  inquiry  whether  any  part  rf 

the  debts  of  the  son  were  paid  by  the  father,  and  otf 

of  the  price  of  the  Taynish  estate,  so  as  to  faaa  4 

subject  of  set-<ofr  in  the  account,  to  the  extent  of  the 

debts  so  paid,  but  not  as  to  any  surplus.     The  oidff 

made  upon  that  occasion  was  framed  with  great  aocfr- 

racy  and  minuteness. — (Here  the  Lord  ChanceUor 

read  the  order,  see  vol.  ii.  p.  264,  1st  series.)    Hie 

House  drew  this  distinction,  that  it  was  competent  to 

the  Appellant  to  give  evidence  to   rebut  the  clani 

made  against  him  by  the  Respondent  as  his  fitthe^i 

executor,  in   respect  of  debts  paid  for  him  by  )m 

father,  but  that  the  matter  was  not  sufficiently  ii 

issue  to  raise  any  question  by  evidence  as  to  any  thing 

beyond  tliis  pecuniary  claim  against  him. 

Upon  this  order,  an  inquiry  being  directed  in  the 
court  below  before  the  Master,  the  opinions  of  Scolel' 
advocates  were  taken,  but  the  result  of  the  rqpprt 
was,  that  the  purchase  money  of  the  estate^  upon  the 
death  of  the  father,  belonged  to  the  Appdldnt,  and 
he  was  to  have  a  credit  accordingly.  The  cout 
below  has  founded  its  judgment  on  the  evidence  befim 
die  House  on  the  former  hearing,  and  as  aU  the  en* 
dence  referred  to  in  the  judgment  was  befiire  the 
House  at  that  time,  an  inquiry  would  not  have  been 
directed  as  to  the  law  of  Scotland,  if  the  House  hid 
conceived  that  the  right  being  established,  it  wonU 
not  lead  to  a  sufficient  result. 


Die  Mercurii^  23d  July,  1828. 

After  hearing  counsel  on  Monday,  the  18th, 
Thunday,  the  21st,  and  Friday,  the  22d  days  of 
June,  182T,  upon  the  petition  and  appeal  of  Roger 
Montgomery  Hamilton  M'NeiU  and  Daniel  M'Neill, 
Esqrs.  whidi  appeal  was  by  order  of  this  House,  of  the 
11th  of  this  instant  June,  revived  against  the  Respon- 
dents Michael  Cahill  and  Robert  Grove  Leslie.  And 
also  in  the  name  of  the  Appellant  Daniel  McNeill, 
complaining  of  an  order  of  the  Court  of  Chancery  in 
Ireland,  of  the  8th  of  March,  1825,  and  praying 
that  the  same  might  be  reversed,  and  the  exceptions 
overruled,  and  that  the  report  might  be  confirmed, 

VOL.  n.  z 
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It  must  tlien  have  been  supposed,  that  if  it  were       i^^* 
established,  that  by  the  law  of  Scotland  the  money 
belonged  to  the  Appellant,  the  consequence  would 
follow,  not  as  decided  by  the  court  below,  but  as 
before  contemplated  by  ^the  House.    Moreover,  the 
luiBwer  of  the  Respondlent  filed  in  the  cause  does  not 
insist  tliat  he  is  entitled  to  the  purchase  money,  as 
representative  of  the  &ther,  but  that  the  father  was 
entitled  to  the  estate  in  fee.    It  must  be  assumed,  in 
this  state  of  the  evidence,  that  the  10,000/.  which 
remained  of  the  purchase  money  became  the  property 
of  the  wn,  and  that  it  was  not  paid  over  to  him.    It 
18  not  probable  it  would  have  been  paid,  without  de- 
ducting the  counter  claims  against  him.    Out  of  this 
mm*  according  to  the  order  in  the  former  appeal,  and 
the  subsequent  proceedings,  he  is  entitled  to  have  so 
much  allowed  on  account  as  may  balance  the  claims 
Ugainst  him.    So  &r  the  exceptions  must  be  over- 
nifedy  and  the  order  of  the  court  below  reversed. 
In  all  other  respects  the  decree  must  be  affirmed. 
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1^^-  and  lliat  such  further  order  might  be  made  as  shouU 
be  agreeable  thereto.  As  also  upon  the  answer  of 
Michael  Cahill,  and  the  separate  answer  of  Robat 
Grove  Leslie,  put  in  to  the  said  i^peal,  and  due  cod- 
sideration  had  this  day  of  what  was  offered  on  eHher 
side  in  this  cause.  It  is  declared  by  the  Lords  Spi- 
ritual and  Temporal  in  Parliament  assembled,  Tbi 
upon  the  evidence  and  circumstances  of  this  ok, 
the  Appellant  Roger  Montgomery  Hamiltcm  M^Nd 
is  entitled,  out  of  the  money  arising  by  the  sale  of 
the  Taynish  estate  to  a  credit  in  this  cause,  equal  to 
the  claim  which  the  Respondent,  as  executor  of 
Roger  Hamilton  M'NeiQ,  deceased,  has  against  tk 
Appellant.  And  with  this  declaration.  It  is  oideni 
and  adjudged.  That  the  second,  third,  fifth,  and  oiik 
exceptions  be  over-ruled,  and  that  the  said  order  of 
the  Court  of  Chancery  in  belaud,  complained  of  ■ 
the  said  appeal,  so  far  as  regards  the  said  ^xr^ytifffs 
be  and  the  same  is  hereby  reversed  ;  and  that  Ae 
said  order,  in  all  other  respects  be,  and  the  same  ■ 
hereby  affirmed.  And  it  is  further  ordered,  lb 
the  cause  be  remitted  back  to  the  Court  of  Chuioay 
in  Ireland,  to  proceed  further  therein,  as  shall  be  JBrt 
and  consistent  with  this  judgment. 

fF.  Covrtenay^  Dep.  C3er.  ParliamaiL 
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IRELAND. 

(court  of  chancery.) 
Mary  Kelly -     Appellant . 

John   Bateman,   and  Mary  his* 

Wife,  and  John  Burke  Bate-  J-    Respondents, 
MAN,  a  Minor   - 

A  bill  for  an  account  was  filed  in  1718.  A  decree  wag  made  in 
1720.  The  account  was  pending  in  the  Master's  office  until 
1734,  when  it  was  referred  to  arbitration.  The  award  was 
made  in  1738,  by  which  a  sum  of  5369/.  l6s,  id.  was 
awarded  to  the  Plaintiff,  and  the  award  was  made  a  decree  of 
the  Court,  which  was  affirmed  upon  appeal  to  Parliament  in 

1739. 
In   1741  the  Plaintiff,  to  inforce  the  payment  of  the  sum 

awarded  and  decreed,  filed  a  new  bill  in  the  nature  of  a 
bill  of  amendment  and  revivor,  against  the  representative  of 
the  Defendant  in  the  former  suit,  charging  that  a  certain 
mortgage  held  by  him  was  part  of  the  assets,  and  preying  that 
it  might  be  applied  in  payment  of  the  demand.  The  Defen- 
dant to  the  last  suit,  by  his  answer,  admitted  the  mortgage. 
In  1742  the  Plaintiff  filed  an  amended  bill.  In  1747  he  filed 
another  amended  bill,  praying  in  default  of  personal  estate 
a  foreclosure  of  the  mortgage,  and  that  the  principal  and 
VOL.   II.  A  A 
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1838.  interest  might  be  applied  in  satisfaction  of  his  demand,  sta- 

tingy  among  other  things,  that  he  had  obtained  a  aeqaestration 
against  the  lands  of  G.  B.,  the  Defendant  in  the  first  rait, 
BATSMAN.         who  had  died  before  it  coald  be  executed,  having  by  his  will 

charged  his  lands  with  the  payment  of  his  debts.  The  object  of 
this  bill  was  to  obtain  payment  of  the  sum  awarded  from  the 
assets  of  G.  B.,  part  of  which  assets,  as  the  bill  charged,  con- 
sisted of  a  mortgage  upon  an  estate  called  Tyaquin^  and  that 
G.  B«,  and  his  representative,  had  been  in  possession  under 
the  mortgage,  and  hud  received  out  of  the  rents  and  profits 
suiRcient  to  satisfy  the  Plaintiff's  demand. 

In  the  years  1748,  1751,  and  1754,  upon  the  death  of  parties, 
bills  of  revivor  and  amended  bills  were  filed.  From  this 
time  no  proceedings  were  taken  until  the  year  177 If  when  a 
bill  was  filed  by  the  representative  of  the  original  Plaintiff 
against  the  representative  of  the  original  Defendant,  stating 
impediments  to  the  prosecution  of  the  suit,  and  praying  an 
account  of  the  rents  received  from  the  lands  mort^ged.  In 
1772  the  Defendant  filed  an  answer  refusing  the  discovery, 
and  in  1773,  upon  exceptions  he  filed  a  further  answer,  still 
refusing  the  discovery,  which  was  reported  insufficient. 

From  this  time  no  further  proceedings  were  taken  in  the  cause 
until  the  year  1785»  when  the  representative  of  the  Plaintiff 
in  the  last  suit  and  of  the  original  Plaintiff  filed  a  bill  of 
revivor  and  amended  bill  against  the  representative  of  the 
Defendant  in  the  last  suit,  and  against  J.  B.  the  heir  of  the 
alleged  Mortgagor,  stating  impediments  to  the   prosecution 
of  the  suit  from  the  litigation  in  which  his  testatrix  had  been 
involved ;  and  that  a  deed  had  been  made  by  collusion  b^ 
tween  the  representative  of  the  mortgagee  and  J.  B.,  the  heir 
of  the  mortgagor,  by  which  the  former  conveyed  the  lands  to 
the  latter  in  consideration  of  an  annuity ;  charging  that  the 
deed  was  a  fraud  upon  the  Plaintiff,  and  a  dtvattavU  of  the 
assets,   and   praying  an  account  of    the  real  and    personal 
estate  of  the  first  representative  of  the  original  mortgagee,  who 
had  charged  his  debts  on  his  real  estate,  and  devised  it  and 
bequeathed  his  personalty  to  the  Defendants,  his  represen- 
tatives. 

In  1787  the  Defendants,  the  representatives,  by  their  answer 
admitted  that  the  deed  as  charged  by  the  bill  was  fraudulent, 
and  contended  that  the  Plaintiffs  should  first  have  recourse 
against  the  lands  mortgaged.  From  1787  to  1796  no  step  was 
taken  in  the  cause,    Between  die  years  1795  and  1804p  nine 
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biUs  of  reriror  and  amended  bills  wefe  filed.  By  a  decree  in  1928. 
I8O89  accounts  were  directed  to  be  taken  of  the  personal  and 
real  assets  of  the  orij^nal  Defendant  and  his  first  representa- 
tive. In  J  810  the  Master  reported  that  289657/.  was  due  to  bat— aw. 
the  Plaintiffs;  that  the  assets  6f  the  original  Defendant  con- 
sisted partly  of  a  mortgnge  of  the  lands  of  T.  which  came 
into  die  hands  of  his  representative,  who  had  received  of  the 
rents  and  profits  sufficient  to  answer  the  demand. 

Upon  exception  to  this  report,  the  Master  by  a  decree  upon  fur- 
ther directions  was  ordered  to  inquire  under  what  title  die 
representative  of  the  original  Defendant  entered  into  the  lands 
of  T.  Upon  which  reference  the  Master  reported  that  he  en-, 
tered  as  mortgagee.  Exceptions  being  taken  to  this  report, 
upon  the  ground  (among  others)  that  notwithstanding  the  ex- 
istence of  apparent  seciHrities,  and  various  accounts  between 
the  parties  on  the  foot  of  an  apparent  mortgage,  there  was 
)etidence  before  the  Master  that  the  deeds  were  in  reality  only 
deeds  of  trust  to  secure  the  estate  aguust  the  claims  of  adverse 
creditors;  and  farther,  that  there  were  existing  judgments, 
being  charges  upon  the  lands  prior  to  the  Plaintiff's  claim, 
and  that  the  representative  of  the  originikl  Defendant  entered 
upon  the  lands  not  by  virtue  of  the  mortgage,  but  under 
the  limitations  of  a  marriage  settlement;  by  a  farther  decree 
upon  farther  directions,  the  exceptions  on  these  points  were 
allowed,  and  the  account  was  directed  to  be  taken  excluding  the 
alleged  mortgage,  and  the  bill  as  against  J.  B.  was  dismissed. 

tield  on  appeal  that  the  decree  was  right 

Whether  delays  such  as  appear  to  have  occurred,  and  under 
such  circumstances  as  in  the  case  reported,  ought  to  operate 
as  a  bar  to  a  demand  in  a  Court  of  Equity  ?     Quare. 

Whether  under  the  circumstances  stated  in  the  case,  J.  B.  the 
heir  of  the  supposed  mortgagor,  and  relessee  of  the  lands  in 
question,  was  a  necessary  party  to  the  appeal  ?     Quart. 


X  HIS  suit  arose  out  of  a  joint  purchase  of  cer- 
tain wood  lands  made  in  the  year  171  J. 

On  the  22nd  of  November,  1717,  Gerald  Burke 
filed  his  original  bill  in  the  Court  of  Chancery  in 
Ireland,  against  Sir  Walter  Blake,  stating  that  in 
the  year  1711,  he,  in  partnership  with  Gerald 
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1^«  Burke  and  Ulick  Burke,  purchased  from  the  then 
Earl  of  Clanricarde  certain  woods  in  the  County 
of  Galway;  and  praying  as  against  Sir  Walter 
Blake  an  account  of  the  profits  made  of  the 
woods,  and  payment  of  any  balance  which  upon 
taking  the  account  might  appear  to  be  due  to 
him.  Sir  Walter  Blake  put  in  his  answer  claim- 
ing a  balance  to  be  due  to  him. 

On  the  16th  of  December,  1718,  Sir  Walter 
filed  a  cross  bill,  charging  amongst  other  things 
that  he  had  paid  down  his  proportion  or  third 
part  of  the  purchase  money,  and  joined  Gerald 
and  Ulick  Burke  in  securities  for  the  remaining 
two  third  parts  thereof  which  he  afterwards  paid ; 
and  praying  that  all  proper  accounts  might  be 
taken,  and  an  account  of  what  was  due  to  him  by 
the  said  Gerald,  and  that  he  might  be  decreed 
entitled  to  the  benefit  of  a  judgment  entered 
against  the  said  Gerald. 

On  the  27th  of  May,  1720,  a  decree  to  account 
was  pronounced  in  both  causes,  whereby  it  was 
referred  to  one  of  the  Masters  of  the  Court  to 
examine  and  report  whether  Sir  Walter  Blake 
had  paid  his  part  of  the  purchase  of  the  said 
woods,  and  how  far  he  was  indemnified  on  ac- 
count  of  his  said  securities  so  entered  into  for 
the  said  Gerald,  which  decree  was  afterwards 
affirmed  upon  re-hearing. 

The  account  before  the  Master  having  been 
protracted  until  the  year  1 734,  it  was  upon  the 
argument  of  certain  exceptions  taken  to  the 
Master's  report  by  both  parties,  agreed  to  by 
both  parties  to  refer  the  subject  matter  of  the 
causes  to  arbitration,  and  the  same  were  accwd- 
ingly  referred. 
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In  1738,  the  arbitrators  made  their  award,  and  1829. 
awarded  that  Sir  Walter  had  paid  his  share  of  the 
purchase  money,  and  had  been  obliged  to  pay  the 
remainder  thei^eof  under  the  said  securities ;  and 
they  therefore  awarded  the  sum  of  5,369/.  16*.  Id. 
to  be  paid  by  the  said  Gerald  Burke  to  the  said 
Sir  Walter  Blake,  which  award  was  afterwards 
made  a  decree  of  the  said  Court. 

On  the  21st  of  December,  1738,  the  Court 
pronounced  an  order,  confirming  the  award,  and 
decreeing  that  pursuant  to  the  submission,  award, 
and  order,  the  sum  of  5,369/.  16*.  Id.,  being  the 
45um  awarded  to  be  justly  due  and  owing  by  Ge- 
rald Burke  to  Sir  Walter  Blake,  together  with 
interest  for  the  same  from  the  2nd  day  of  July 
then  last,  should  within  six  months  from  the  date 
of  the  award,  be  brought  in,  and  deposited  by 
Gerald  Burke  with  the  Usher  of  the  Court,  to  be 
paid  to  Sir  Walter  Blake,  his  executors  and  ad- 
ministrators. 

Gerald  Burke  having  appealed  from  this  de- 
cree on  the  9th  of  June,  1739,  it  was  aflSrmed  by 
the  House  of  Lords. 

Gerald  Burke  died  after  the  date  of  this  affirm- 
ance. 

On  the  19th  of  May,  1741,  Sir  Walter  Blake 
£led  his  bill,  in  the  nature  of  an  amended  bill, 
and  bill  of  revivor  against  Thomas  Gerald  Burke, 
the  son  and  heir,  and  against  the  executors  of 
Gerald  Burke,  and  against  Ulick  Burke. 

Thomas  Gerald  Burke  filed  his  answer  to  the 
bill  on  the  18th  of  December,  1741,  and  by  his 
answer  admitted  the  existence  of  the  mortgage. 

Sir  Walter  Blake  filed  an  amended  bill  on  the 
17tb  of  August,  1742,  charging  more  particularly 


332  CASES  IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  LORDS 

1829.      than  in  his  former  bills,  the  several  matters  afore- 
''^^^     said,  and  praying  like  relief. 

On  the  3rd  of  June,  1747,  Sir  Walter  filed  an 
amended  bill,  which  charged,  among  other  thmga, 
that  Mary  Burke  and  Alexander  Carroll,  the  ex^ 
cutors  of  Gerald  Burke,  had  died,  and  that 
administration  with  the  will  annexed  of  the  sttid 
Gerald  was  granted  to  Thomas  Gerald  Burke, 
who  was  also  administrator  of  the  said  Mary ;  and 
among  other  things  the  bill  prayed  that  in  default 
of  sufficient  personal  estates  of  Gerald  to  pay  the 
amount  of  the  demands,  the  same  might  be  charged 
on  the  real  and  freehold  estate  of  the  said  Gerald, 
and  that  the  decree  might  be  carried  into  execu** 
tion ;  and  also  prayed  a  foreclosure  of  the  mort* 
gage,  and  that  the  principal  and  interest  due 
thereon  should  be  applied  in  satisfaction  of  the 
said  demands. 

On  the  20th  of  August,  1748,  Dame  Agnes 
Blake  filed  a  bill  of  revivor,  which  stated  that  Sir 
Walter  Blake  had  died,  and  by  his  last  will  had 
appointed  his  wife,  the  said  Dame  Agnes  Blak^ 
his  executrix,  who  obtained  probate  thereof,  and 
prayed  that  the  suit  might  be  revived. 

On  the  17th  of  November,  1748,  Catharine 
Daly,  widow,  filed  an  amended  bill  and  bill  of 
revivor,  which  charged,  that  Dame  Agnes  in  the 
year  1748,  and  immediately  after  she  had  filed  a 
bill  of  revivor,  had  died,  having  made  her  will, 
whereby  she  appointed  Catharine  Daly  her 
sole  executrix,  and  that  she  had  obtained  probate 
of  the  said  will,  and  praying  that  the  cause  might 
be  revived,  and  such  relief  as  had  been  prayed 
for  by  Sir  Walter  Blake. 

On  the  lyth  of  October,  1751,  and  the  25th  of 
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April,   1754  respectively,  Catherine  Daly  filed      1829. 
further  bills  of  revivor  and  amendment,  which 
charged  the  deaths  of  several  of  the  parties  to    ^^^^ 
the  suit,  and  prayed  that  the  cause  might  stand 
revived,  and  such   relief  as  prayed  in  the  ori- 
ginal bill  of  Sir  Walter  Blake. 

On  the  27th  of  April,  1771,  Catherine  Daly 
filed  an  amended  bill  against  Thomas  Gerald 
Burke  and  several  others,  charging  that  in  con- 
sequence of  several  abatements  and  new  parties 
becoming  necessary,  and  of  a  claim  being  set  up 
by  Sir  John  Browne,  under  the  pretence  that  he 
was  the  husband  of  the  said  Catherine  Daly,  and 
which  claim  she  was  not  able  for  several  years  to 
get  rid  of,  and  the  delays  practised  on  the  part  of 
rhoinas  Gerald  Burke,  the  cause  was  greatly  re- 
tarded; and  setting  out  the  particulars  of  the  pro- 
ceedings so  instituted  by  Sir  John  Browne,  and 
the  various  alleged  causes  of  delay  which  had 
obstructed  the  prosecution  of  the  cause:  the 
bill  further  stated,  that  in  the  year  1769tfohn 
Burke  became  entitled  to  the  equity  of  redemp- 
tion in  the  lands  subject  to  the  mortgages  and 
securities:  that  Thomas  Gerald  Burke,  al- 
though in  his  former  answer  he  had  denied  that 
he  had  in  his  possession  the  mortgage  deeds  of 
the  Tyaquin  estate  and  the  accounts,  yet  he  had 
stated  those  deeds  and  accounts  in  a  bill  filed  by 
him  in  the  Court  of  Exchequer  in  the  year 
1764,  against  Rickard  and  Thomas  Burke,  and 
had  referred  to  them  as  being  in  his  possession ; 
and  charged  that  Thomas  Gerald  Burke  had  been 
in  possession  for  many  years  of  the  mortgaged 
premises,  and  required  Thomas  Gerald  Burke  to 
set  out  the  mortgages,  securities,  and  accounts. 
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1829.      and  the  sums  he  received,  or  without  wilful  de« 
^^^^^     fault  might  have  received,  as  mortgagee  in  po«^ 
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li^^  session  under  the  securities ;  and  prayedj  amongst 
other  things,  that  an  account  might  be  taken  of 
the  rents  of  the  mortgaged  premises,  and  by  whom 
received. 

On  the  28th  of  May,  1772,  Thomas  Gerald 
Burke  answered  the  bill,  and  refused  to  give  such 
discovery  as  to  the  mortgage  deeds  and  ac* 
counts,  or  as  to  the  sums  received  by  him  out  of 
the  mortgaged  premises ;  and  exceptions  having 
been  taken  to  the  answer,  were  allowed. 

On  the  7th  of  July,  1773,  Thomas  Gerald 
Burke  filed  a  further  answer  to  the  bill,  still  re-* 
fusing  to  give  the  discovery  sought  for,  which 
being  also  excepted  to,  and  reported  insufficient, 
he  never  filed  any  further  answer  in  the  cause. 

On  the  2nd  of  August,  1785,  Edmund  Kelly 
filed  a  bill  of  revivor  and  amended  bill  against 
John  and  Mary  Bateman  and  John  Burke,  charg- 
ing»4|knongst  other  things,  that  in  the  year  1773, 
Thomas  Gerald  Burke  finding  that  he  was  pressed 
for  a  discovery  of  the  assets  of  his  father,  entered 
into  a  conspiracy  with  John  Burke,  to  whom  the 
lands  subject  to  the  mortgage  descended,  to 
defeat  Catherine  Daly  in  the  recovery  of  her 
demand,  by  depriving  her  of  the  funds  applicable 
to  the  payment  thereof;  and  with  that  view,  on 
the  4th  of  November,  1773,  a  deed  was  made 
between  Thomas  Gerald  Burke  and  John  Burke» 
by  which  Thomas  Gerald  Burke,  in  consideration 
of  600/.  yearly,  thereby  secured  to  him,  charge* 
able  on  the  lands  for  his  life,  and  several  other 
considerations  therein  mentioned,  released  the 
lands  to  John  Burke,  discharged  from  the  mort-> 
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gages  and  incumbrances;   and  further  charging      1839. 
that  30^000/.  had  been  received  by  Thomas  Ge- 
rald Burke  from  the  mortgaged  premises,  as  mort- 
gagee in  possession :  the  bill  then  stated  the  death 
of  Catherine  Daly,  and  that,  after  various  im- 
pediments, on  the  10th  of  March,  1779,  Edmund 
Kelly  had  obtained  probate  of  her  will  and  ad- 
ministration to  Sir  Walter  Blake ;  that  Edmund 
Kelly  had  found  himself  surrounded  with  suits 
and  difficulties  respecting  the  effects  of  Cathe- 
rine Daly,  having  been  involved  in  several  suits 
at  law  and  in  equity  concerning  the  property 
of  his  testatrix,  which  had  prevented  him  from 
taking  any  further  step  in  this  cause  until  after 
the  death  of  Thomas  Gerald  Burke,  who  died  in 
the  year  1782,  having  made  his  last  will,  by 
^which  he  devised  all  his  estates  real  and  personal 
to  his  daughter,  one  of  the  Plaintiffs,  (who  after- 
urards  intermarried  with  John  Bateman  the  other 
Plaintiff)  subject  to  the  payment  of  his  debUu  and 
appointed  the  Respondent,  Mary,  his  execJKrix, 
who  proved  the  will,  and  also  took  administration 
to  Grerald  Burke;  and  further  charged  that  the 
deed  of  the  4th  of  November,  1773,  was  exe- 
cuted in  fraud  of  the  Plaintiff,  and  was  a  devastavit 
of  the  effects  of  Gerald  Burke ;  the  bill  prayed 
among  other  things  that  the  estates  of  Thomas 
Gerald  Burke  devised  by  him  might  be  sold  for 
the  Plaintiff's  benefit,  and  applied  in  part  dis- 
charge of  the  Plaintiff^'s  demand,  and  that  the 
Defendants  might  set  out  an  account  of  the  real 
and  personal  estate  of  Thomas  Gerald  Burke,  and 
for  payment  of  the  Plaintiffs  demand. 

The  Respondents,  by  their  answer  in  1787,  ad- 
mitted the  fraud  charged  as  to  the  deed  of  1773, 
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1829.      and  contended  that  the  Plaintiff  must  first  have 
^"^^J^     recourse  to  the  mortgage  of  the  lands  of  Tyaqnin. 
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^^^^  No  further  proceedings  appear  to  have  beea 
taken  until  1795.  Between  that  year  and  1804, 
nine  bills  of  revivor  and  amended  bills  were  filed. 
The  cause  came  on  to  be  heard  on  the  19th  of 
May,  1808,  when  the  Court  pronounced  a  decree, 
whereby  it  was  ordered  and  decreed  that  Ed- 
mund Kelly  was  entitled  to  the  benefit  of  the 
decree  on  award  of  the  16th  of  July,  1738,  and 
referred  it  to  one  of  the  Masters  of  the  Court  to 
take  an  account  of  the  sum  due  for  principal, 
interest  and  costs  on  foot  of  the  decree,  and 
accounts  of  the  personal  and  real  assets  of  Gerald 
Burke  and  Thomas  Gerald  Burke. 

In  pursuance  of  the  decree  the  Master  repMted 
(among  other  things)  that  a  sum  of  28,657/.  4^.  9d. 
was  due  to  Edmund  Kelly  for  principal  and  in* 
terest  on  the  decree  of  the  16th  of  July,  1738,  and 
repocted  that  the  personal  estate  of  Gerald  Burke, 
whii|Pcame  into  the  hands  of  Thomas  Gerald 
Burke,  consisted  in  part  of  a  mortgage  charged  on 
the  lands  of  Tyaquin,  and  that  there  was  due  on  foot 
thereof,  at  the  time  of  the  death  of  Gerald  Burke 
in  the  year  1740,  the  sum  of  7,834/.  4s.  9^. 
being  more  than  sufficient  to  pay  the  amount  dt 
the  debt  then  due  on  the.  demand  of  the  Plaintiff; 
and  that  shortly  after  the  death  of  Gerald  Burke 
in  the  year  1740,  Thomas  Gerald  Burke,  his  son 
and  heir  at  law,  and  who  afterwards  became  his 
personal  representative,  entered  into  possession 
of  the  lands  as  mortgagee  in  possession,  and  re- 
ceived the  rents  of  the  said  mortgaged  premises, 
save  four  denominations,  from  the  year  1740  to 
the  year  1763,  and  of  the  entire  profits  from  the 
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year  1763,  until  the  4th  day  of  November^  1&^. 
1 773,  when  he  by  indenture  of  that  date  con- 
TCj^ed  the  said  mortgaged  premises  in  trust  for  the 
said  John  Burke,  who  claimed  the  equity  of  re- 
demption and  inheritance  thereof;  and  further 
reported  that  during  the  time  aforesaid  the  said 
Thomas  Gerald  Burke  applied  the  rents  and  pro- 
fits of  said  mortgaged  premises  to  his  own  use, 
being  more  than  sufficient  to  pay  the  demand  of 
the  said  Edmund  Kelly. 

On  the  20th  of  November,   1810,  the  Respon- 
dents Bateman  and  wife  filed  two  exceptions  to 
the  report,  by  one  of  which  they  excepted  to  that 
part  of  the  report  which  stated  that  the  mort- 
gaged debt  charged  on   the  lands  of  Tyaquin, 
came  into  the  hands  of  Thomas  Gerald  Burke,  as 
part  of  the  personal  estate  of  Gerald  Burke;  and 
by  the  other  exception  the  Respondents  excepted 
to   the  amount  of  the  interest  calculated  upon 
£dmund  Kelly's  demand.  ..^ 

On  the  29th  of  January,  1811,  the  cause flbie 
%m,  to  be  heard  upon  the  report,  exceptions  and 
'merits,  when  it  was  ordered  that  the  matter 
should  go  back  to  the  Master  to  enquire  and  re- 
port whether  Thomas  Gerald  Burke  at  any  time, 
and  when,  and  under  what  title,  entered  into  the 
possession  of  any  and  what  part  or  parts  of  the 
Tyaquin  estate,  or  received  the  rents  and  profits 
thereof  for  any  and  what  period,  and  how  he  ap- 
plied the  same. 

On  the  12th  of  December,  18  J  2,  the  Master 
made  his  further  report,  by  which  he  found  that 
Thomas  Gerald  Burke  entered  into  certain  parts 
of  the  Tyaquin  estate,  under  a  mortgage  made  in 
1711  to  Gerald  his  father,  and  as  his  representa- 
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1829.  tive ;  that  he  received  of  the  rents  and  profits  from 
1740  to  1763,  500/.  a  year,  and  from  1763  to  1773, 
1000/.  a  year. 

On  the  1 1  th  of  February,  1811,  the  Respond' 
dents  filed  fifteen  exceptions  to  the  report.  The 
principal  question  which  arose  upon  these  excep* 
tions  was  whether  Thomas  Gerald  Burke  was  in 
possession  of  the  Tyaquin  estate  as  representa- 
tive of  his  father  as  mortgagee,  or  as  the  Respon- 
dents contended  as  a  purchaser  under  the  mar- 
riage settlement  of  his  father  and  mother,  the 
deeds  of  supposed  mortgage  being  in  fact  deeds 
of  trust,  executed  to  secure  the  lands  of  Tyaquin, 
from  the  claims  of  adverse  creditors. 

The  exceptions  also  alleged  that  there  were  on 
record  unsatisfied  judgments  against  Gerald 
Burke,  at  the  time  of  his  death,  to  the  amount 
of  25,000/.  all  prior  to  the  demand  of  the  Appel- 
lants. The  most  material  of  these  exceptiona 
w^jiUowed. 

Iw  evidence  was  principally  as  follows :— - 

A  deed,  bearing  date  the  4th  of  October,  174Fy 
entered  into  between  Ulick  Burke  and  Peter 
Daly,  whereby  it  was  referred  to  Peter  Daly  to 
ascertain  what  was  due  on  foot  of  the  demands 
due  to  Gerald  Burke  or  his  representatives ;  an 
attested  copy  of  an  ejectment  on  the  title  brought 
by  Rickard  Burke  and  Thomas  Rickard  Burke 
his  son,  as  of  Easter  Term,  1754,  for  recovery  of 
that  part  of  the  Tyaquin  estate,  in  the  possession 
of  Thomas  Gerald  Burke;  a  bill  filed  by  Thomas 
Gerald  Burke,  in  the  Court  of  Exchequer  in 
Ireland,  on  the  10th  of  August,  1754,  stating  the 
several  mortgages,  securities,  and  accounts,  and 
charging  that  there  was  then  due  on  foot  thereof 
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a  large  sum;  and  praying  an  injunction  against      1^9. 
the  ejectment,  and  that  he  might  be  decreed  to 
the  possession  of  the  remainder  of  the  Tyaquin 
estate;    Rickard  Burke    and  Thomas   Rickard 
Burke's  answers  to  the  bill,  admitting  the  pos- 
session of  Thomas  Gerald  Burke  since  the  year 
1740,  under  the  several  securities;   an  order, 
bearing  date  the  8th  of  July,  1756,  whereby  the 
Court  of  Exchequer  granted  an  injunction  until 
the  hearing  of  the  cause,  on  the  equity  confessed 
in  the  Defendant's  answer ;  an  attested  copy  of 
a  bill  filed  by  Thomas  Gerald  Burke,  in  the  Court 
of  Chancery  in  Ireland,  on  the  24th  of  August, 
1773,   against  John  Burke,  the  son  of  Thomas 
Rickard  Burke,  stating  the  deed  of  mortgage  of 
i711  from  Thomas  and  Uiick  Burke  to  Gerald 
Burke,  and  the  deed  of  1741,  to  Peter  D Ay,  and 
that  Gerald  Burke,  under  the  mortgage  of  1711, 
^Was  in  the  possession  of  the  greater  part  of  the 
lands  for  several  years ;  and  that  upon  his  dgftth, 
THiomas  Gerald  Burke,  under  the  mortgagdimnd 
securities,  entered  into  possession  of  that  part  of 
the  lands  of  which  his  father  had  been  in  posses- 
auon;  that  on  the  20th  of  January,  17G3,  Thomas 
Crerald  Burke  entered  into  possession  of  all  the 
lands  mentioned  in  the  deed  of  1741,  (except 
Carrownamoneen),    that  is,    the  whole  of   the 
Tyaquin  estate,  under  the  mortgages  and  securi- 
tiesy  and  that  he  continued  in  the  quiet  and 
peaceable  possession  of  the  lands,  under  and  by 
virtue  of  same,  until  the  9th  of  March,   1773, 
when  John  Burke  took  forcible  and  illegal  pos- 
session of  part  of  the  premises ;  and  praying  an 
injunction  to  restore  him  to  the  possession  thereof; 
depositions  of  Peter  Haverty,  John  Allen,  and 
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1829.  Rickard  Burke,  who  proved  that  from  the  year 
1740  to  the  year  1763  Thomas  Gerald  Burke 
continued  in  possession  of  part  of  the  Tyaquin 
estate,  under  the  mortgages,  and  received  there*^ 
out  600/.  a  year  during  that  period;  and  that 
from  the  year  1763  Thomas  Gerald  Burke  con- 
tinued in  possession  of  the  whole  estate,  and 
during  that  period  received  thereout  1,000/.  a 
year;  depositions  of  Gesear  Trench,  William 
Kelly,  and  Ulick  Burke  O'Brien,  proving  that 
from  the  year  1763  to  the  year  1773  Thomas 
Gerald  Burke  was  in  possession  of  the  whole  of 
the  Tyaquin  estate,  producing  1,000/.  a  year; 
evidence  that  Thomas  Gerald  Burke  protected 
his  possession  of  the  lands,  under  and  by  virtue 
of  the  mortgages,  against  various  proceedings 
and  ele§iU  which  were  adopted  against  the  lands  ; 
a  settlement,  dated  1700,  executed  on  the 
marriage  of  Rickard  Burke,  (by  Thomas  Burke 

thengin  described  as  tenant  for  life),  the  second 

•■.■-.  '  ^^ 

son  m  Thomas  Burke  the  settler,  by  which  Tho- 
mas Burke  conveyed  several  lands,  and  among' 
others  the  lands  of  Tyaquin,  to  the  use  of  him- 
self for  life,  remainder  as  to  a  part  of  the  lands 
to  Margery  his  wife  for  life,  as  a  jointure,  re- 
mainder as  to  the  other  lands  of  Tyaquin,  being 
the  mortgaged  lands  and  the  lands  of  Tample,  to 
the  use  of  Ulick  Burke  for  life,  with  remainder  to 
his  first  and  every  other  son,  remainder  to  Rickard 
Burke  for  life  with  remainders  over;  but  in  the 
deed  there  is  contained  a  power  of  revocation,  hy 
which  the  settler  was  at  liberty  to  revoke  all  the 
limitations  therein  mentioned,  except  the  lands 
limited  in  jointure  to  Margery ;  a  deed  bearing 
date  the  lOth  of  December,  1709,  and  executed 
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by  the  settler,  whereby  he  revoked  the  several      1829. 

uses^  estates^  and  limitations  aforesaid*  ^^bll^ 

There  was  also  evidence,  that  after  the  execu-         ^• 

BATBMAN. 

tion  of  the  deed  of  1700^  the  heir  of  Rickard 
Burke  altered  the  words  in  the  power  of  revoca- 
tion : ''  excepting  the  lands  limited  in  jointure  to 
Margery'*  were  erased,  and  the  words  ''  except- 
ing the  uses  limited  to  Rickard  and  the  heirs 
male  of  his  body "  substituted,  and  the  erasures 
appearing  upon  the  face  of  the  deed  were  admit- 
ted by  the  answers  of  Thomas  Gerald  Burke,  and 
()f  the  Respondents  in.  the  said  cause,  which  were 
given  in  evidence,   in  which  the  Respondents 
4wear  that  the  heir  of  Rickard  Burke  having,  under 
Uie  deed  of  1700,  brought  an  ejectment  for  the 
jrecovery  of  the  Tample  estate,  the  Respondents 
4ook  defence  thereto,  and  the  cause  was  tried  at 
Chalway  in  the  year  1802,  and  the  Respondents 
^;»otected  themselves  by  proving  the  deed  of  revo- 
cation, and  that  the  deed  of  1700  was  altered, 
i|&d  thereupon  Respondents  obtained  a  verdict ; 
settled  accounts  of  the  19th  of  October,  1733, 
purporting  that  Gerald  Burke  was  as  mortgagee 
in  possession  of  part  of  the  premises ;  seques- 
tration grounded  on  the  decree  obtained  by  Sir 
Walter  Blake  against  Gerald  Burke,  under  which 
the  tenants  of  the  lands  were  served  with  orders 
to  pay  their  rents  to  the  sequestrators;  a  memo- 
rial of  a  lease  dated  the  1st  of  May,  1745,  whereby 
Thomas  Gerald  Burke  demised  to  Jeoffiry  Davis 
die .  lands  of  Carintarman,  part  of  the  Tyaquin 
estate^  for  thirty-one  years,  at  40/.  per  year. 

The  cause  was  heard  on  report,  exceptions,  and 
aierits,  on  the  26th  of  May,  1813,  when  it  was 
velerred  back  to  the  Master  to  take  an  account  of 
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1829.      the  personal  estate  of  Grerald  Burke,  into  whose 

hands  the  same  came»  and  how  applied,  except 

Law     ^"^^  P^^*  thereof  as  was  alleged  to  consist  of  the 

mortgage  or  charge  on  the  Tyaquin  estate,  also 

on  account  of  the  debts  of  Gerald  Burke,  and  the 

• 

priorities  thereof,  and  whether  any  and  which 
thereof  was  paid,  and  when,  and  out  of  what  fund ; 
and  as  to  the  Defendant  John  Burke,  the  bill  was 
dismissed  without  costs,  and  the  Master  was  to 
rectify  his  report  pursuant  to  the  rules  so  made 
on  the  exceptions,  and  all  further  directions  were 
reserved  until  the  return  of  the  further  report, 
which  last  mentioned  decree  was  on  the  29th  of 
June,  1815,  when  the  cause  came  on  to  be  re-heard 
upon  a  petition  presented  by  the  Plaintiff  by  the 
same  Court  affirmed. 

John  Burke  Bateman  having  died,  the  cause 
had  been  revived  against  the  Respondent  Thomas 
Burke  Bateman,  the  eldest  son  of  the  Respondents 
John  and  Mary  Bateman. 

It  was  contended  on  behalf  of  the  Appellants, 
that  the  original  decree,  the  rules  made  on  the 
exceptions  to  the  original  and  further  report,  and 
the  decrees  made  on  further  hearing  and  re-hear- 
ing, were  erroneous,  and  not  warranted  by  the 
pleadings  and  evidence,  and  ought  to  be  reversed* 


For  the  Appellants : — 

As  to  the  rules  made  on  the  exceptions  and 
original  report,  there  were  sufficient  grounds, 
without  any  further  enquiry  as  to  the  receipt  of 
the  rents  of  the  mortgaged  premises  by  Thomas 
Gerald  Burke,  to  have  charged  him  with  the 
mortgage  debts,  as  assets  which  he  might  have 
received,    or    upon  the  ground  of  his  having 


Although  the  defendants  in  their  exceptions  to 
the  jreport  relied  upon  the  fact  that  Thomas  Gerald 
fiarke  did  not  hold  the  possession  of  the  premises 
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^released  the  mortgaged  premises  by  the  deed  of      ISiS. 
1773,  which  deed,  though  fraudulently  contrived 
by  its  recitals  to  colour  and  conceal  the  truth,  was 
in  this  respect  contradicted  by  the  other  evidence 
in  the  cause,  and  was  executed  at  the  time  when 
Catherine  Daly  claimed  those  securities  as  the 
naaets  of  Grendd  Burke,  applicable  to  the  pay- 
ment of  the  demands,  and  while  Thomas  Gerald 
lefiised  to  give  the  discovery  touching  the  assets 
tequired  by  the  bill,  and  it  is  admitted  by  the 
defendants  in  their  answer,  to  have  been  a  frau- 
dulent deed,  the  result  of  which  was  to  give 
Thomas  Gerald  an  annuity  of  500/.  per  annum 
ibr  his  life,  to  release  all  accounts  of  what  he 
tlieretofore  received  out  of  the  mortgaged  pre- 
miaes,  and  to  extinguish  the  mortgagee,  to  the 
prejudice  of  Gerald's  creditors. 

As  to  the  rules  made  on  the  seven  exceptions  to 
the  last  report,  and  the  decree  founded  thereon, 
it  appeared  by  the  several  deeds,  securities, 
mortgages  and  accounts  between  Thomas  and 
ITlick  Burke,  and  Gerald  Burke,  that  Gerald 
Burke  was  himself,  as  mortgagee,  in  his  life  time 
m  possession  of  part  of  the  Tyaquin  estate,  inas- 
much as  in  the  accounts  he  gives  credit  for  certain 
rents  thereof ;  although  it  is  alleged  in  the  defend- 
ant's exceptions  to  the  report,  that  Gerald  Burke 
did  not  enter  into  possession  of  the  estates  as 
mortgagee,  no  satisfactory  evidence  has  been  pro- 
duced by  the  defendants  to  shew  in  what  other 
right,  or  by  what  other  title  he  entered  into  pos- 
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1828.  as  mortgagee,  contraiy  to  the  admission  of 
Thomas  Gerald  Burke  himself,  made  by  the  seve^ 
ral  proceedings,  and  by  which  admissions,  as  his 
representatives,  the  Defendants  are  concluded — 
yet  even  admitting  the  Defendants  not  to  be  so 
concluded,  they  have  given  no  satisfactory  evi«- 
dence  in  answer  to  the  admissions,  and  the  several 
documents  so  produced  and  proved  in  the  cause^ 

The  Defendants,  in  their  exceptions  supposed 
that  such  possession  was  not  referable  to  the 
title  of  Thomas  Gerald  Burke  as  mortgagee,  or 
under  the  securities,  but  they  gave  no  satisfiM^tory 
evidence  in  support  of  their  exceptions. 

The  Respondents  in  the  Master's  office,  im«» 
peached  for  fraud  and  want  of  consideration,  the 
several  securities  and  accounts  under  which  Tho^ 
mas  Gerald  Burke  entered  into  possession  of  the 
Tyaquin  estate,  and  for  that  purpose  referred  to 
a  bill  filed  by  Ulick  Burke  the  mortgagor,  agamst 
Gerald  Burke,  impeaching  these  securities,  but 
it  was  not  proved  that  he  obtained  any  relief  upoft 
the  bill,  nor  was  any  evidence  given  to  impeach 
the  securities. 

It  was  further  made  clearly  to  appear  that 
Ulick  Burke  could  not  have  been  tenant  for  life, 
inasmuch  as  Ulick  died  in  the  year  1750,  and 
from  thence  until  the  year  1 773,  a  period  of  twenty- 
three  years,  it  appeared  in  evidence  in  the  cause, 
that  Thomas  Grerald  Burke  protected  his  posses- 
sion against  Rickard  and  Thomas  Rickard  Burice 
under  the  mortgages  against  the  most  adverse 
proceedings,  all  of  which  were  proved  in  the 
cause  and  before  the  Master. 

The  Respondent  by  the  exceptions  relied  upon 
the  fact  that  the  possession  of  Thomas  Gerald 
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Surke  was  not  as  mortgagee  of  the  Tyaquin      l^^- 
^38tate,  yet  the  Plaintiff  gave  the  most  decisive 
^SYidence  to  shew  that  Thomas  Gerald  Burke  was 
possession  of  the  lands  as  mortgagee  for  his 
^wn  benefit. 
It  was   contended   by  the   exceptions,   that 
^Thomas  Gerald  Burke  had  not  received  from  the 
Jknds  so  much  as  the  Master  had  by  his  report 
artated  bim  to  have  received,  yet  no  satisfactory 
^^^dence  was  given  by  the  Respondents  to  shew 
—what  he  did  receive  from  the  lands,  and  there  was 
^^ven  by  the  Plaintiff  the  most  satisfactory  evi- 
dence that  could  be  expected  after  a  period  so 
Taremote,  to  shew  the  amount  of  the  rents  received 
^y  Thomas  Gerald  Burke;   but  supposing  that 
jodi  evidence  was  defective,    Thomas  Gerald 
Bmke,  in  his  first  and  second  answers  to  the  bills 
of  1771,  filed  by  Catherine  Daly,  having  refused 
to  set  out  an  account  of  the  rents  received  by  him 
eat  of  the  mortgaged  premises,  and  while  he  thus 
lefosed  to  render  such  account,  having  executed 
the  deed  of  the  4th  of  November,  1773,  tiiereby 
releasing  to  the  heir  of  Rickard  the  mortgaged 
premises  in  consideration  of  500/.  a  year,  granted 
to  Thomas  Gerald  Burke  for  Hfe,  and  which  he 
executed  pending  the  bill  of  1771,  must  be  con- 
sidered as  having  admitted  that  he  had  received 
the  entire  amount  of  such  mortgaged  simi,  and 
was  liable  in  his  life  time,  and  that  the  Respon- 
dents, as  his  personal  representatives  and  devisees, 
ere  now  liable,  as  if  the  whole  of  the  mortgage 
debt  had  come  to  the  hands  of  Thomas  Gerald 
Burke. 

The  Defendants  before  the  Master  relied  par-^ 
ticiilarly  upon  the  recitals  in  the  deed  of  1773,  as 
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1828.      shewing  that  Thomas  Gerald  Burke  was  in  pos** 
session  of  the  lands,  under  the  unregistered  set- 
tlement of  the  4th  of  July,  1711,  alleged  to  have 
been  executed  on  the  marriage  of  Gerald  Burke 
with  Mary  Davis,  and  that  by  the  settlement  it 
was  covenanted,  that  the  fortune  of  Mary  Davis, 
amounting  to  2,000/.  should  be  laid  out  in  the 
names  of  trustees  therein  mentioned  in  the  pur- 
chase of  land  or  on  securities ;  and  they  all^^ed 
that  part  or  all  of  the  fortune  of  Mary  Davis  was, 
pursuant  to  the  covenant,  laid  out  in  the  mort- 
gages of  the  Tyaquin  estate,  but  no  evidence  of 
that  fact  was  given  by  the  Respondents,  and  it 
appeared  from  the  settled  accounts  and  evidence 
given  in  the  cause  that  no  greater  sum  than  483/. 
o{  the  fortune  of  Mary  Davis  was  laid  out  upon 
any  securities  charged  upon  any  part  of  the  Tya- 
quin estates,  which  consisted  of  sixteen  deno- 
minations, and  that  the  same  was  only  chargeable 
upon  three  denominations  thereof,  namely,  Ty- 
axon,  Knockbrac,  and  Knockaniskirtane ;  audit 
abo  appeared  that  the  mortgages  and  securities 
were  taken  in  the  name  of  Gerald  Burke,  and  not 
in  the  name  of  the  trustees  of  the  settlement,  and 
from  the  nature  of  the  accounts  and  the  dealings 
between  the  parties,  it  appears  that  the  sums  were 
advanced  by  Gerald  Burke  himself,  to  and  for  the 
use  of  Thomas  and  Ulick  Burke,  and  not  by  the 
trustees  of  such  settlement ;  and  by  the  Master^s 
first  report  it  was  reported,  and  not  excepted  to, 
that  a  sum  of  7,834/.  remained  due  upon  the  foot 
of  the  mortgages  and  securities  at  the  time  of  the 
death  of  Gerald  Burke,  so  that  even  if  the  whole 
of  the  fortune  of  Mary  Davis  (of  which  Gerald 
waa  entitled  to  a  use  for  life)  was  lent  out  up<m 
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the  securities,  still  there  was  exclusive  thereof  a  ^^®®' 
sum  remaining  due  thereon,  sufficient  to  pay  the  killt 
then  Plaintiff's  demand,  besides  that  in  the  answer 
of  Thomas  Gerald  Burke,  it  is  sworn  by  him  that 
a'  part  of  the  fortune  was  laid  out  in  the  purchase 
(if  bndsj  and  it  appears  in  addition  that  the  mar- 
til^  settlement  never  was  registered,  and  so 
icoiild  not  affect  the  claims  of  the  Plaintiff  under 
tto  mortgages  and  securities,  and  also  that  the 
marriage  settlement  was  fraudulent,  because  al- 
Uu>ngh  it  appeared  in  evidence  that  at  the  date  of 
Hie  ^icttlement,  Gerald  was  considerably  in  debt, 
yet  the  articles  covenanted  that  all  his  future  ac- 
^DUBitions  should  be  applied  to  the  uses  of  the 
wftlement. 

r:The  Respondents  relied  upon  a  supposition  that 
Thomas  Gerald  Burke  was  in  possession  of  the 
Tyaquin  estate,  as  guardian  of  John  Burke,  the 
of  Thomas  Rickard  Burke,  yet  no  evidence 
given  of  such  fact  of  guardianship,  on  the  con- 
trary such  fact  was  clearly  disproved  by  evidence 
ofcyarious  hostile  proceedings  which  had  been 
csnied  on  between  Thomas  Gerald  Burke  and  the 
Tyaquin  fieimily,  and  at  all  events  as  Thomas 
Oeirald  Burke  was  administrator  of  his  father, 
whoie  creditor  had  a  bill  depending  to  make  the 
dior^^e  assets,  it  would  have  been  his  duty  to 
laore  retained  the  amount  of  the  debts  out  of  the 
rentK  &b  an  incumbrance  payable  thereout. 
'.  The  Respondents  in  their  answers  in  the  cause, 
have:  not  relied  upon  the  matter  by  which  they 
endeavoured  to  sustain  their  exceptions,  but  on 
tke.  contrary,  by  their  answers  to  Edmond  Kelly  s 
bill,  they  have  insisted  that  the  mortgages  and 
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1828.      securities  were  the  funds  applicable  to  the  pay' 
ment  of  Edmond  Kelly's  demand . 


KBLLT 

V, 

BATBMAlf. 


For  the  Respondents — 

The  Appellant,  and  those  through  wliom  she  ^ 

claims,  have  neither  taken  those  steps  which  j 

they  ought  to  have  done  to  enter  up  satisfaction  j 

of  certain  judgments,  mentioned  in  the  award  of  3| 

1738,  nor  have  they  brought  those  parties  before  « 

the  Court  whom  they  were  bound  to  bring  before  ^^ 

it,  before  they  can  have  that  benefit  of  the  award 
of  1738,  which  is  now  claimed.  The  case  now 
attempted  to  be  established  by  the  Appellant  and 
her  late  husband,  Edmond  Kelly,  is  essentially 
different  from  that  which  was  made  and  argued  on 
behalf  of  the  Appellant,  and  those  through  whom 
she  claims,  when  it  was  first  heard  and  deter- 
mined by  the  Court  below.  Sufficient  legal  evi- 
dence has  not  been  produced,  that  any  part  of 
the  personal  estate  of  Gerald  Burke,  or  any  part 
of  the  personal  estate  of  Thomas  Gerald  Burke, 
except  what  has  been  admitted  by  the  Respon- 
dent Mary  Bateman,  ever  came  into  the  posses* 
sion  of  any  of  the  Respondents ;  or  to  shew  at 
this  distance  of  time  when,  or  how  long;  or  of 
what  parts  of  the  Tyaquin  estate,  Gerald  Burke 
or  his  son  Thomas  Gendd  Burke  was  possessed, 
or  what  was  the  amount  of  the  rents  and  profits 
thereof,  then  received  by  either  of  them;  or 
whether  any  part  thereof  was  applied  by  either 
of  them,  in  discharge  of  the  securities  mentioned 
in  the  Master's  last  report,  or  to  their  own  use ; 
or  that  any  of  such  rents  and  profits  have  come  to 
the  hands  of  any  of  the  Respondents. 
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'.  AU  the  evidence,  oral  as  well  as  documentary,  1^^. 
wUch  has  been  produced,  goes  to  prove,  that  all 
the  rents  and  profits  of  the  Tyaquin  estate  which  «- 
fflettdd  Burke  or  his  son  Thomas  Gerald  Burke 
moeived,  were  received  by  them  not  as  mortga- 
but  as  purchasers  under  the  marriage  settle- 
of  Gerald  and  Mary  Burke,  and  that  such 
natft  and  profits  are  not  answerable  for  any  part 
af  jthe  Appellant's  claim. 

.  JEjikie  endless  delays  which  have  taken  place  in 
t|fa :  prosecution  of  the  suit,  by  rendering  it  im- 
fMftible  for  the  Respondents,  from  lapse  of  time, 
^mk  from  the  multitude  and  intricacy  of  the  trans- 
Mltioiis  which  have  occurred  between  all  the 
trtnrties  connected  with  the  cause,  to  produce  the 
Witaesses^  books,  papers  and  accounts,  and  parti- 
M^ly  the  account  of  the  sales  of  wood  during 
the  years  1718,  1719,  and  1720,  which  would 
Jfmn  enabled  them  at  an  earlier  period  to  destroy 
or  ndttce  the  balance  which  the  award  of  1738 
finds  due  by  Gerald  Burke,  amount  to  a  degree  of 
ladieSy. which,  when  taken  in  conjunction  with 
lilt  Appellant's  and  Edmond  Kelly's  acquiescence, 
fisnafldthMay,  1815,  to  the  lOth  of  February, 
18S4*  in  the  Chancellor's  decree  on  the  present 
UJeq^tions  and  merits  of  the  cause,  do  in  equity 
mud  good  conscience  constitute  a  valid  bar  to  the 
present  claim. 


-TiMfr  Respondents  also  raised  an  objection  for 
want  of  parties,  because  the  bill  had  been  dis- 
missed as  against  John  Burke,  who  held  the 
ittat^  claimed  by  the  Appellants  as  part  of  the 
UNMts  of  Gerald  Burke ;  and  it  being  an  appeal 
i{||9UBist  the  whole  decree,  it  might  in  some  events 


350  CASES    IN    THE    HOUSE   OF   LORD!? 

1828.      become  necessary  to  resort  to  his  estate,  that  is  of 
^"^^)2^     a  party  not  present  in  the  appeal,  and  to  direct  a 
^*         sale  in  his  absence . 

BATEMAN. 

On  this  point  the  counsel  for  the  Appellant 
contended,  that  the  appeal  in  substance  was  con* 
fined  to  the  matter  of  the  exceptions ;  that  the 
present  object  was  mere  matter  of  acconnt 
against  the  representative  of  a  party  who  had  re- 
ceived the  rents  as  mortgagee :  and  as  to  the  con-» 
sequent  liability  of  any  other  party  in  a  given 
event,  it  was  matter  of  subsequent  proceeding : 
that  where  the  question  in  a  cause  relates  to  a 
debt  received  by  an  executor,  it  is  not  necessary 
that  the  debtor  should  be  a  party :  that  for  the 
purposes  of  the  present  appeal,  they  would 
waive  the  relief  against  the  heir  of  the  mort- 
gagor ;  that  the  representative  of  the  mortgagee 
could  not  be  affected  by  the  presence  or  absence 
of  the  heir,  in  the  question  of  taking  the  account; 
that  it  was  contrary  to  the  course  of  equity  to 
adjudicate  equities  between  co-defendants ;  that 
upon  a  question  of  devastavit,  it  was  sufficient  to 
bring  before  the  Court  the  party  charged  with  the 
delinquency,  and  it  could  not  be  necessary  to 
bring  other  parties,  as  for  instance,  a  debtor  to 
whom  the  personal  representative  had  released  a 
debt. 


Upon  this  question,  in  the  course  of  the  discus- 
sion, the  Lord  Chancellor  made  the  following  ob- 
servations : — 

According  to  the  pleadings,  the  appeal  is  in 
fact  against  the  original  as  well  as  the  subsequent 
decrees :  the  Appellants,  in  case  of  a  deficiency 
of  assets,  ask  for  a  sale  of  the  estate  now  held 
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by  John  Burke.  I  do  not  at  present  understand  1B%. 
upon  what  ground  the  bill  was  dismissed  against 
[iim.  Suppose  there  should  not  be  assets  other- 
irite»  then  the  mortgaged  property  may  be  liable. 
rhe  4pp^Uants  must  have  made  John  Burke  a 
party,  because  they  contended  that  he  was  not 
siititiled  to  hold  the  property  under  the  conveyance 
to  his  ancestors  by  Thomas  Gerald  Burke.  The 
bfll  was  dismissed  as  against  John  Burke.  How 
Jim  can  the  Appellants  have  a  right  to  appeal 
l^st  a  decree  which  includes  such  a  dismissal 
vitbout  calling  John  Burke  before  the  House,  as  a 
parly  to  the  appeal  ?  In  this  view,  suppose  the 
qpjpeal  was  not  against  the  whole,  but  only  a  part 
li  the  decree,  would  not  John  Burke  be  equally 
i  iiecessary  party  ?  The  Appellants  certainly  in 
hair  pleadings  in  the  Court  below  prayed  relief 
gainst  John  Burke.  If  they  consent  to  abandon 
hiat  part  of  the  relief,  and  to  confine  the  appeal 
a  the  question  of  the  account  against  the  execu- 
OIV  the  case  might  perhaps  proceed,  as  if  the  bill 
vtA  originally  prayed  only  relief  against  the  ex- 
leirtor 


On  the  28th  of  July,  the  Lord  Chancellor  af- 
•mMd  the  judgment,  observing  only,  that  he  had 
looked  attentively  through  the  papers,  and  saw 
10  leason  to  disturb  the  judgment. 


tljadgment  affirmed. 
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RUTLBDGE 

IRELAND. 


RUTLBDGB* 


(court  of  chancery.) 

David   Rutledge,   and  William)     ArmpJlamAm 
RuTLEDGE,  an  Infant    -     -     -     J    J^ppeuamu. 

Robert  Rutledge Respandeid. 

P.  being  possessed  of  lands  for  a  term  of  livesy  with  a  cofenuit 
for  perpetual  renewal ,  by  articles  made  upon  the  marriage  of 
his  son  in  the  year  17435  covenanted  to  convey  his  estate  and 
interest  in  the  lands  to  W.  and  other  trustees,  to  the  fve  of 
himself  for  life,  remainder  to  the  use  of  his  son  T.  for  lifliv 
remainder,  subject  to  a  jointure,  to  the  sons  of  the  marriage 
successively  in  tail  male,  reversion  to  P.  the  settler. 
In  1749  the  reversion  of  the  lands  subject  to  the  lease,  was 
granted  to  W.  as  trustee  for  P.  to  whom  it  was  soon  afterwaidft 
granted  over  by  W. 
P,  by  his  will,  dated  in  1766,  devised  all  his  real  estate,  inclocfiiig 
his  leases  for  lives,  in  tru^t  for  T.  his  son^  for  life,  remainder 
to  P.  (son  of  T.)  his  grandson  for  life,  remainder  to  the  8ons<^ 
P.  the  grandson  successively  in  tail  male,  with  divers  rentmn- 
ders  over,  reversion  to  the  heirs  of  P«  the  devisor.     The  its- 
tator  by  his  will  declared,  that   **  If  his  grandson  P.  shmiM 
'*  not  settle  such  interest  in  that  part  of  the  lands  which  was 
**  settled  on  his  father's  intermarriage,  and  which  he  would 
"  become  entitled  to  on  the  testator^s  and  his  father's  decease^ 
**  to  the  uses  to  which  the  testator's  estates  were  thereby  liinitied 
<*  upon  the  desire  of  his  father,  his  son  T.  at  his  will  and 
pleasure,  and  in  his  discretion,  might  and  was  by  the  will 
empowered  to  deprive  P.  the  grandson  of  the  life  estate  in 
the  lands  thereby  limited  to  him,  so  as  such  deprivation 
"  should  not  alter  the  limitations  in  remainder; "   and  in 
"  a  subsequent  clause  he  having  provided,  **  that  in  case  liis 
^^  grandson  P.  happened  to  die  without  issue   male^  and 
"  should  settle  the  interest  which  was  settled  on  his  father's 
'*  marriage  in  part  of  the  real  estates  of  the  testator,  and  to 
the  same  uses  as  limited  by  the  will,  so  that  his  acquisitions 
should  go  together,"  he  gave  to  P.  a  power  to  charge  tfie« 
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r  '  landtdeviied  with  portions  for  daughters,  and  in  a  subsequent       1836. 
-_    part  of  the  will  he  gave  a  power  to  P«  to  charge  a  jointure 
upon  the  real  estate  of  inheritance  thereby  limited  to  him» 
proTided  he  settles  his  said  interest  in  part  of  the  real  estate     rutlkdob 
to  the  uses  therein  mentioned. 
iR.  Ae  testator  died  in  1769.    T.  his  son  entered  upon  the  lands 
*•  luider  the  limitations  of  the  will,  and  remained  in  possession 
dwing  his  life.     In  1776,  T.  and  P.  the  grandson  upon  the 
occasion,  and  in  consideration  of  his  marriage  and  a  portion, 
cooveyed  the  term  for  lives  with  the  right  of  covenant  for 
perpetual  renewal,  in  trust  to  secure  a  jointure  to  the  wife, 
'    and  subject  thereto  foe  the  use  of  T.  for  life,  remainder  to 
.   P.  fiMT  life,  remainder  to  secure  another  jointure,  and  subject 
thereto  to  the  sons  of  the  marriage,  and  in  default  of  issue 
male^  to  the  trustees  for  a  term  to  raise  portions  for  daughters, 
and  subject  thereto  for  T.  in  fee. 
Upba  ia  bill  filed  by  a  party  claiming  under  this  settlement 
-  Hguiiist  parties  claiming  the  reversion,  to  compel  a  specific 
.  performance  of  the  covenant  for  renewal,  held,  that  accord- 
ing to  the  limitations,  and  upon  the  events  above  stated,  the 
term  of  the  lands  was  not  merged  in  the  fee;  that  no  case  of 
dection  arose  upon  the  will  of  Peter  Rutledge,  binding  those 
who  took  under  that  will  to  leave  the  term  in  question  to  go 
Z ,  Recording  to  the  limitations  of  the  will. 


:  •  r 


7SE  Right  Honourable  Henry  Bingham,  and 
John  Bingham  his  eldest  son,  by  indentures  of 
lease  and  re-lease,  bearing  date  the  2d  and  3d  of 
April,  1736,  released  and  demised  to  Feter  Rut- 
UUgCf  and  his  heirs,  towns  and  lands  in  the  county 
ef  Mayo,  vrith  the  appurtenances,  to  hold  to  the 
Mid  Ptter  Rutledge,  his  heirs  and  assigns,  for  the 
lives  of  the  said  Peter  Rutledge,  and  of  Thomas 
and  William  Rutledge,  his  sons,  at  and  under  the 
ytiuriy  rent  of  160/.  with  a  covenant  for  the  per- 
ptttiid  renewal  of  the  said  term  of  lives,  on  pay- 
SMnt  of  the  sum  of  1  /.  3^.  as  a  fine  upon  the  fall 
If  each  life. 


> 
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18SS*  By  articles  of  agreement,  executed  prenous  to 

and  in  consideration  of  the  marriage  of  the  said 
••^^^     Thomas  Rutkdge,  the  son  of  the  said  Peter  Rutledge^ 
with  Mary  Reddington,  bearing  date  the  lOth  of 
November,   1743,  and  made  between  the  said 
Peter  Rutledge  and  Thomas  Rutledge,  of  the 
first  part ;  Thomas  Reddington  and  the  said  Mary 
Reddington,  of  the  second  part;  and  WUliam 
Rutledge  and  Nicholas  Reddington,  of  the  third 
part;    the  said  Peter    Rutledge,   among  other    Tver 
things,  covenanted  thereafter  to  convey  his  in-    — ^. 
terest  in  the  said  lands,  subject  to  the  said  rent    zM^^t 
and  renewal  fines,  unto  the  said  William  Rutledge   ^^ie 
and  Nicholas  Reddington,  and  their  heirs,  to  the  ^^  e 
use  of  himself  the  said  Peter  Rutledge,  for  life, 
with  remainder  to  the  said  Thomas  Rutledge, 
for  life;  and  from  and  after  his  death,  to  secure  a 
certain  annual  sum,  by  way  of  jointure,  for  the 
said  Mary  Reddington,  and  subject  thereto,  to 
the  use  of  the  first  and  other  sons  of  the  said 
Thomas  Rutledge  and  Mary  Reddington,  in  tail 
male ;  and  in  failure  of  such  issue  male,  to  the 
use  of  the  said  Peter  Rutledge,  his  heirs  and  ask 
signs. 

No  conveyance  was  executed  in  pursuance  o 
the  articles. 

Henry  Bingham  died  about  the  year  1747, 
leaving  John  Bingham,  his  eldest  son  and  heir  at 
law,  who  thereupon  became  alone  seised  in  fee 
of  the  said  lands,  subject  to  the  lease. 

By  a  private  Act  of  the  Parliament  of  Ireland, 
passed  in  the  year  1747,  all  the  estate  and  in* 
terest  of  John  Bingham,  and  the  fee  and  inheri- 
tance of  the  lands  subject  to  the  lease,  together 
with  other  lands,  were  vested  in  certain  persons 
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herein  named,  in  trust  for  sale ;  and  the  Trustees,  1828. 
H  exercise  of  the  powers  thereby  in  them  vested, 
ly  indenture  of  lease  and  release,  bearing  date 
«qpfectiyely  the  12th  and  13th  of  May,  1749,  in 
JMduderation  of  the  sum  of  6,644/.  10^.  con- 
^tlfed  and  released  all  the  lands  comprised  in  the 
aiiUture  of  the  3d  of  April,  1736,  and  also 
lensnd  other  denominations  of  land,  situate  in 
hm  counties  of  Mayo  and  Gralway,  to  William 
ftitledge,  of  the  city  of  Dublin,  merchant,  to 
Mfld  to  him  his  heirs  and  assigns. 

The  conveyance  made  to  William  Rutledge 
Ms  in  trust  for  Peter  Rutledge,  and  the  consi- 
kmition  money  was  the  money  of  Peter  Rut- 
•dge;  and  accordingly  William  Rutledge,  by 
kdentures  bearing  date  respectively  the  19th  and 
lOUi  of  June,  1749,  and  by  a  fine  afterwards 
evied  in  Easter  term  1751,  released  and  conveyed 
11  the  lands,  and  the  fee  and  inheritance  thereof, 
iMo  •  and  to  the  use  of  Peter  Rutledge,  his  heirs 
in4  assigns. 

Peter  Rutledge,  by  his  will,  bearing  date  the 
td  irf  December,  1766,  bequeathed  to  his  only 
Mm  the  said  Thomas  Rutledge,  all  his  leases  for 
into  and  years,  and  all  other  his  personal  estate, 
raibject  to  certain  pecuniary  legacies;  and  he 
fwe  and  devised  all  his  real  estate  of  inheritance 
ia  ttie  counties  of  Mayo  and  Galway,  to  Thomas 
Uadteyand  Francis  Lambert,  and  the  survivor 
of  them,  and  ihe  heirs  of  such  survivor,  upon  the 
tnste  following  (that  is  to  say ;)  to  the  use  of 
Ehomaa  RuUedge  for  life,  and  from  and  after  his 
daoeaae,  as  to  the  estates  of  inheritance  in  the 
Qoonty  of  Mayo,  to  the  use  of  Peter  Rutledge 
the  younger  (the  only  son  of  the  said  Thomas 
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ISI^.      Rutledge,  by  Mary  his  wife)  for  life^  with  re- 
mainder to  his  first  and  other  sons  in  tail  male ; 
*-         with  remainder  to  the  testator's  grandson  Richard 

Rutledge  for  life ;  with  remainder  to  his  first  and  JQ 
other  sons  in  tail  male ;  with  remainder  to  the  tes-  ~ . 
tator's  nephew,  William  Rutledge,  for  life ;  with 
remainder  to  his  first  and  other  sons  in  tail  male ; 
with  remainder  to  the  said  testator's  nephew  the 
Appellant,  David  Rutledge  for  life ;  with  remain- 
der to  his  first  and  other  sons  in  tail  male ;  with  the 
reversion  to  the  right  heirs  of  the  said  testator  for 
ever ;  and  as  to  the  said  estates  of  inheritance  in 
the  county  of  Gal  way,  from  and  after  the  decease 
of  the  said  Thomas  Rutledge,  the  said  testato 
devised  the  same  to  the  use  of  Richard  Rutledge  -  wt 
for  life,  remainder  to  his  first  and  other  sons  i 
tail  male,  with  remainder  to  the  said  Peter  Rut 
ledge  the  younger,  for  life ;  remainder  to  his  firs 
and  other  sons  in  tail  male,  with  like  limitatio; 
over,  as  were  before  declared  respecting  the  sai 
estates  of  inheritance  in  the  county  of  Mayo. 
The  will  contained  the  following  declaration :  '^  I 
''  also  devise,  and  my  will  is,  that  if  my  grandson, 
^'  Peter  Rutledge,  should  happen  to  marry  iii  the 
^'  lifetime  of  his  said  father,  the  said  Thomas 
''  Rutledge,  without  the  consent  of  the  said 
''  Thomas  Rutledge,  or  that  my  said  grandson. 
'*  should  not  settle  such  interest  in  part  of  said 
''  lands  which  was  settled  on  his  father's  inter* 
*'  marriage,  and  which  my  said  grandson  will  be- 
"  come  entitled  to  after  his  said  father's  and  my^ 
<'  decease,  to  the  uses  which  my  said  estates  ar& 
**  hereby  limited  upon  the  desire  of  his  saicL 
''  father ;  in  either  of  such  cases,  my  said  son, 
''  Thomas  Rutledge,  at  his  will  and  pleasure,  and. 
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'^  in  his  discretion,  may  and  is  by  this  my  will,      1^. 

^'  empowered  to  deprive  him  of  the  use  for  life 

"  thereby  limited  to  him  of  my  estates,  so  as 

''  anch  deprivation  shall  not  otherwise  alter  the 

**  other  uses  hereby  limited  of  my  said  estate  of 

<<  inheritance,  to  my  said  grandson  Richard  Rut- 

''  ledge,  and  my  said  nephews  William  and  David 

"  Rutledge,  and  their  respective  heirs  male ;  and 

-'  I  further  will  and  devise,  that  if  my  said  nephew, 

*'  William  Rutledge,  shall  not  limit  his  estate  of 

''  inheritance,  in  case  of  failure  of  issue  male  in 

**  himself,  to  my  said  son  and  grandson,  and  their 

"  issue  male,    so  as  his    estate,  under  proper 

'*  charges,  shall,  upon  his  decease  without  issue 

«  male,  come  to  be  enjoyed  by  my  said  son  and 

*  g^randsons,  and  their  issue  male,  and  their  respec- 

*  tive  heirs  in  strict  settlement,  then  and  in  such 
'  case  the  limitation  herein  to  him,  and  his  heirs 
-'  aiale  to  cease^  and  be  null  and  void,  any  thing  in 
'*  this  my  will  to  the  contrary  notwithstanding; 
|<  I  also  devise,  and  my  will  is,  that  if  my  said 
**  grandson,  Peter  Rutledge,  should  happen  to 
'*  die,  leaving  no  issue  male  of  his  body,  lawfully 
«<  begotten,  living  at  the  time  of  his  decease,  or 
"  who  shall  attain  the  age  of  twenty-one  years, 
*^  so  as  my  real  estate  of  inheritance  in  the  county 

of  Mayo,  should  come  to  be  enjoyed  by  the 
said  Richard  Rutledge,  my  grandson,  that  my 
''  said  real  estate  of  inheritance  in  the  county  of 
"  Mayo,  shall  stand  charged  with  and  subject  to 
"  the  payment  of  1,000/.  to  be  for  my  third 
<<  grand-daughter,  Frances  Rutledge,  and  the  sum 
•*  of  1,000/.  to  and  for  my  fourth  grand-daughter 
•*  Mary  Rutledge,  daughter  of  my  said  son  Thomas 
^*  Rutledge,  as  and  for  their  portions ;  but  in  case 
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1828.      **  my  said  third  and  fourth  grand-daughters,  or 
bI™mb    "  either   of  them,    marry  in  my  lifetime,    my 
V.         ti  y^m  |3^  that  my  said  legacy,  as  to  such  of  thema^am 
**  as  should  so  marry,  shall  cease;  and  in  cas 
*'  my  said  grandson,  Peter  Rutledge,  should  hap 
*'  pen  to  die  without  issue  male  as  aforesaid,  an 
**  that  he  should  settle  the  interest  aforesaid 
''  part  of  my  said  real  estate  of  inheritance,  whie 
"  was  settled  as  aforesaid  on  his  father's  inter —  *- 
''  marriage,  to  the  same  uses  of  this  my  will,  s 
''  as  my  acquisitions  should  go  together,  and  m 
*'  said  grandson  should  leave  one  or  more  daughte 
<<  or  daughters  lawfully  begotten,  who  shall  arriv( 
"  at  the  age  of  twenty-one  years,  or  be  marri 
''  then  I  give  my  said  grandson,  Peter  Rutledgi^ 
"  a  .power  of  charging  my  said  real  estate  ia  th^ 
county  of  Mayo  with  the  sum  of  3,0(X)/.  to 
wards  the  portion  or  portions,  or  preferment 
such  daughter  or  daughters ;  and  in  case  m 
^'  said  grandson,  Richard  Rutledge,  should  hap— 
'*  pen  to  die  without  issue  male,  so  as  my 
**  estate  of  inheritance  aforesaid,  under  the  limi 
'^  tations  of  my  will,  should  come  to  be  e 
''  by  the  said  William  Rutledge  or  David  Rut 
f  l^ge,  or  their  or  either  of  their  issue,  then 
"  devise  and  bequeath,  and  my  will  is,  that  m 
''  said  real  estate  of  inheritance  shall  stand  charge 
**  with  the  sum  of  5,000/.    payable  and  to 
'^  paid  on  that  contingency  to  and  amongst  m 
*'  grand-daughters  Elizabeth  Ormsby,  otherwis 
"  Rutledge,  eldest  daughter  of  my  said  sonThomas^-' 
'^  Rutledge,  and  his  third  and  fourth  daughters^ 
**  Frances  and  Mary,  and  to  my  grand-daughter^^ 
''  Jane  and  Elizabeth  Rutledge,  daughters  of  my^ 
"  said  son  William  Rutledge,  deceased,  shar^ 
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*  iad  share  alike,  that  is  to  say,  1,000/.  a  piece      1828. 

*  to  each  of  my  said  grand-daughters,  upon  the 
'•contingency  aforesaid;  I  further  devise  and 
'  bequeath,  that  my  said  real  estate  of  inhe- 
*fitaiice  in  the  county  of  Gal  way  shall,  im- 
'  mediately  upon  or  after  the  decease  of  my  said 
'eldest  son  Thomas  Rutledge,  stand  charged 
\t»d  be  subject  to  the  payment  of  400/.  ster- 
'^lijig,  to  and  for  my  said  grand*daughter  Jane 

Kutledge,  and  the  sum  of  200/.  to  and  for  my 
:4iftid  grand-daughter  Elizabeth  Rutledge,   to- 
irards  their  portions  and  preferment  in  '  mar- 
liage;  and  I  do  hereby  authorize  and  empower 
my  said  son  Thomas  Rutledge,  and  his  son^  and 
my  said  grandson  Peter  Rutledge,  after  the 
death  of  my  son  Thomas  Rutledge,  provided  he 
'  jietUes  his  &aid  interest  in  part  of  the  said  real 
'estate  to  the  uses  herein  mentioned,  to  settle  a 
^  -joiqture,  chargeable  and  payable  out  of  my  said 
^•leal  estate  of  inheritance,   limited  to  him  as 
'  ip^resaid,  or  to  charge  the  said  real  estate  of 
'  inlieritance  so  limited  to  him,  with  any  annuity 
'  or  yearly  sum  not  exceeding  the.  yearly  sum  of 
'  300/.  as  a  provision  for  any  wife  he  the  said 
'  Peter  shall  or  may  marry." 
.The  testator,  by  his  said  will,  empowered  his 
raiidson,  Richard  Rutledge,  to  settle  such  join- 
ire  as  therein  mentioned ;   and  also  empowered 
ich    persons    as  should    respectively,  become 
used  of  the  real  estates  of   inheritance  under 
le  will,  to  make  such  leases  of  the  estates  of 
iheritance  as  in  the  will  mentioned ;    and  also 
ave  to  Thomas  Rutledge  a  power,  *'  by  any  deed 
'ly^writing,  to  be  by  him  executed  and  attested 
^  'by  two  or  more  credible  witnesses,  to  charge  or 
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1828.  '^  encumber  his  said  real  estate  of  inheritiaice,  in 
the  county  of  Mayo,  with  any  sum  or  sums  of 
V*  <f  money  not  exceeding  in  the  whole  the  sum  of 
*'  5^000/.  to  go  to  such  use  and  uses,  and  such  pur- 
''  poses  as  the  said  Thomas  shall  think  proper  and 
'*  fit  to  charge  the  same  for;  and  he  thereby  fur- 
«<  ther  authorized  and  empowered  his  son  Thomas 
"  Rutledge^by  any  deed  or  writing,  to  be  by  him 
^^  executed  and  attested  by  two  or  more  credible 
'^  witnesses,  to  charge  or  encumber  his  said  real 
estate  of  inheritance,  in  the  county  of  Mayo, 
with  any  sum  of  money  not  exceeding  the  sum 
'^  of  3,000/.,  with  lawful  interest  for  the  same, 
''to  be  vested  in  the  purchase  of  lands  or  per- 
**  manent  interests,  which  he  is  to  leave  or  settle 
"  on  his  son  Peter,  and  his  heirs,  in  strict  settle- 
"  ment,  provided  he  marries  with  his  said  father*s 
«<  consent,  as  before,  or  otherwise  such  purchase 
'^  to  go  to  the  other  uses  herein  limited,  if  said 
'^  Thomas  should  not  think  fit  to  limit  the  same 
'^  to  his  said  son/'  And  the  testator,  by  his  will, 
appointed  his  said  son  his  sole  executor. 

The  testator  died  in  the  year  1769.  Thomas 
Rutledge  proved  the  will,  possessed  himself  of  the 
personal  property,  and  entered  into  and  became 
seised  of  the  several  lands  and  estates  limited  to 
his  use,  and  continued  in  the  possession  thereof, 
under  the  limitations  in  the  will,  until  the  time  of 
his  death. 

By  indentures  of  lease  and  release,  bearing  date 
the  7th  and  8th  of  August,  1776,  and  made  upon 
the  marriage  of  Peter  Rutledge  with  Catherine 
Bloomfield,  between  Thomas  Rutledge  and  Peter 
Rutledge  the  younger,  of  the  first  part ; 
Bloomfield  and  Catherine  Bloomfield  his  daugh- 
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ter,  of  the  second  part ;  Sir  Charles  Bingham  18S8. 
and  Robert  Lord  Viscount  Jocelyn,  of  the  third 
part ;  and  Robert  Waller  and  William  Rutledge, 
of  the  fourth  part ;  after  reciting  the  indenture  of 
the  3d  of  April,  1736,  Thomas  Rutledge  and 
Peter  Rutledge,  in  consideration  of  the  marriage, 
and  of  the  marriage  portion  of  Catherine  Bloom- 
field,  conveyed  to  Sir  Charles  Bingham  and  Lord 
Viscount  Jocelyn,  the  several  lands  comprised  in 
the  recited  lease  of  1 736,  to  hold  to  them  during 
the  lives  of  the  cestui  que  vies,  in  the  recited 
indenture  named,  and  of  such  other  cestui  que 
vies  as  should  thereafter  be  added,  by  virtue  of 
the  covenant  for  perpetual  renewal  therein  con- 
tained, in  trust  for  securing  an  annuity  of  100/. 
sterling  to  Catherine  Bloomfield,  during  the  joint 
lives  of  her  and  Peter  Rutledge,  her  intended 
husband,  and  subject  thereto,  to  the  use  of 
Thomas  Rutledge  for  life,  remainder  to  the  use 
of  Peter  Rutledge,  for  life ;  and  from  and  after 
his  decease,  to  the  use  of  Sir  Charles  Bingham 
and  Robert  Lord  Viscount  Jocelyn,  in  trust,  for 
securing  the  sum  of  400/.  a  year,  by  way  of 
jointure,  to  Catherine  Bloomfield,  and  subject 
thereto,  to  the  use  of  the  first  son  of  Peter  Rut- 
ledge, by  Catherine  Bloomfield,  until  such  first  son 
should  attain  his  age  of  twenty-one  years ;  and 
then  upon  trust,  that  Sir  Charles  Bingham  and 
Robert  Lord  Viscount  Jocelyn  should  convey  the 
said  lands  and  premises  to  such  of  the  sons  of 
Peter  Rutledge,  by  Catherine  Bloomfield,  as 
abould  first  attain  his  age  of  twenty-one  years, 
bis  heirs  and  assigns;  and  in  default  of  issue 
male  of  Peter  Rutledge,  by  Catherine  Bloomfield, 
or  in  case  there  should  be  one  or  more  such  sons, 
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]i828.  or  they  should  all  die  without  issue  Buje,  under 
the  age  of  twenty-one  years,  then  to  tlui  use  of 
Robert  Waller  and  William  Rutledge,  their 
executors,  administrators  and  assigns,  for  a  term 
of  five  hundred  years,  in  trust,  for  securing  the 
sum  of  5,000/.,  for  the  portions  of  the  daughters 
of  the  intended  marriage  ;  and  subject  thereto  in 
trust,  that  Sir  Charles  Bingham  and  Robert  Lord 
Viscount  Jocelyn  should  convey  the  said  lands 
and  premises  to  the  said  Thomas  Rutledge,  his 
heirs  and  assigns. 

The  marriage  took  place  with  the  consent  of 
Thomas  Rutledge. 

In  the  year  1787,  a  marriage  took  place  be* 
tween  the  Respondent,  the  natural  son  of  Thomas 
Rutledge,  and  Elizabeth  Knox,  and  upon  that 
occasiom'  Thomas  Rutledge,  by  indenture,  dated 
the  28th  of  August,  1787,  conveyed .  v  several 
leasehold  and  other  interests  in  lands,  and  -also 
the  ultimate  reversion,  or  quasi  reversion,  in  the 
lands  comprised  in  the  lease  of  1 736,  to  Henry 
King  and  William  Knox,  trustees  in  the  said 
indenture  named,  to  the  use  of  Thomas  Rutledge 
for  life,  witli  remainder  to  the  Respondent  for 
life ;  remainder  to  the  said  trustees,  for  securing 
a  jointure  to  the  said  Elizabeth  Knox ;  and  sub- 
ject thereto,  to  the  use  of  the  first  and  other  sons 
of  the  Respondent  in  tail  male  ;  remainder  to  the 
use  of  Thomas  Rutledge,  his  heirs  and  assigns. 

In  the  year  1799,  Peter  Rutledge  the  younger 
died  without  issue. 

By  indentures  of  lease  and  release,  bearing  date 
the  12th  and  13th  May  1799,  made  between  Thomas 
Rutledge,  of  the  one  part,  and  the  Respondent, 
of  the  other  part;  after  reciting  the  original  lease 
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the  3d  of  April,  1736,  and  that  William  Rut-  18W. 
^edge  and  Peter  Rutledge,  two  of  the  cestui  que 
^mjies  in  the  said  indenture  named,  were  dead ;  and 
^80  reciting,  that  the  interest  under  the  said  last- 
xnentioned  indenture  was  then  vested  in  the  Re- 
spondent,  and  that  the  Respondent  had  paid  all 
vent  and  renewal  fines  under  the  said  lease  to 
%he  said  Thomas  Rutledge,  and  had  required  a 
renewal  thereof,  the  said  Thomas  Rutledge  de- 
vnised  and  released  all  the  said  lands  comprised 
3n  the  said  indenture  of  1736,  unto  the  Respon- 
dent and  his  heirs,  for  the  lives  of  Thomas  Rut* 
Hedge,  Francis  Lambert,  and  the  Respondent,  and 
Xhe  survivors  and  survivor  of  them,  at  and  under 
^e  yearly  rent  aforesaid,  with  a  covenant  for  the 
perpetual  renewal  of  the  term  of  lives  granted  to 
^e  Respondent,  on  payment  of  the  renewal  fine 
^f  1/.  3s.  therein  recited. 

Thomas  Rutledge  at  the  same  time  executed  a 
^eed  to  the  Respondent,  dated  the  10th  of  June, 
1790,  whereby  he  released  to  the  Respondent, 
liis  heirs  and  assigns,  the  reversion  in  Uie  lands 
comprised  in  the  lease  of  1736,  expectant  on  the 
death  of  the  Respondent  without  issue  male. 

By  deed  bearing  date  the  13th  of  May,  1799, 
Thomas  Rutledge  charged  the  several  lands  and 
estates  whereof  the  testator,  Peter  Rutledge  the 
elder,  was  seised  as  aforesaid,  in  the  county  of 
Mayo,  with  the  sum  of  6,000/.  under  the  power 
to  him  given  by  the  will  in  that  behalf,  and  by 
the  same  deed  assigned  the  sum  of  5,000/.  to  the 
Respondent. 

Thomas  Rutledge  by  his  will,  dated  the  14th 
of  May,  1797,  devised  to  the  Respondent  all  his 
real  property,  and  also  bequeathed  to  him  all  his 
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1828,  personal  property,  and  appointed  him  sole  exe* 
buw1bd«  cutor,  and  died  in  the  month  of  March,  1805; 
RVTLuiGE.  whereupon  Richard  Rutledge,  in  the  will  of  Peter 
Rutledge  the  elder,  named,  and  to  whom  an  es- 
tate for  life  was  by  that  will  devised  by  virtue  of 
the  limitations  therein  contained,  became  entitled, 
and  entered  into  possession  of  the  lands  and 
estates  by  the  will  limited  for  the  term  of  his  life, 
with  remainder  to  his  first  and  other  sons  in  tail 
male. 

The  Respondent,  in  the  lifetime  of  Thomas 
Rutledge,  got  possession  of  all  the  lands  com- 
prised in  the  lease  of  1 736,  and  after  the  death 
of  Thomas  Rutledge  he  was  allowed  by  Richard 
Rutledge  to  remain  in  the  possession  of  thelands^ 
on  payment  of  the  same  rent  as  was  originally 
reserved  by  the  lease. 

Richard  Rutledge  died  in  the  month  of  August 
1811,  without  issue;  and  thereupon  the  Appel- 
lant, David  Rutledge,  under  the  limitations  in  the 
will  of  Peter  Rutledge  (the  testator's  nephew 
WilKam,  to  whom  an  estate  for  life  was  by  the 
will  devised,  being  then  dead  without  male  issue) 
became  seised  in  possession  of  the  lands  so  de- 
vised for  the  term  of  his  natural  life ;  and  the 
Appellant,  William  Rutledge,  became  entitled  to 
an  estate  in  tail  male  in  all  the  said  lands  expec- 
tant on  the  decease  of  the  Appellant,  David  Rut- 
ledge, his  father. 

In  the  lifetime  of  Richard  Rutledge,  the  Re- 
spondent filed  his  bill  in  the  Court  of  Chancery, 
against  Richard  Rutledge,  the  Appellant  David 
Rutledge,  and  the  heir  at  law  of  the  surviving 
trustee  named  in  the  will  of  the  testator,  Peter 
Rutledge,    thereby  praying,    that    the    sum   of 
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might  be  decreed  a  valid  charge  on  the      1828. 
uids  by  the  will  limited,  and  that  a  competent 

thereof  might  be  sold  for  payment  of  said  ^^^^^ 
of  5,000/.  and  the  interest  thereon,  since  the 
secease  of  Thomas  Rutledge,  to  which  bill  the 
Bveral  Defendants  thereto  put  in  their  answers ; 
n&  the  Respondent,  on  the  17th  of  July,  1819, 
bCained  a  final  decree  of  the  Court  of  Chancery, 
illiLfnreby  it  was  decreed,  that  there  was  then  due 
D  the  Respondent  the  sum  of  7,436/.  19^.  8;^. 
bar  principal  and  interest,  on  the  the  foot  of  the 
charge  of  5,000/.  and  the  said  sum,  with  interest 
tbereon  from  Hhat  day,  was  thereby  decreed  to 
be  a  charge  on  the  lands  and  premises ;  and  it 
vra*  ordered,  that  the  same  sum  should  be  paid 
off  by  the  Defendants  in  the  suit  within  six 
liionths,  to  be  computed  from  the  date  of  the  de- 
ciieb,  and  in  default  thereof  that  the  several  lands 
whereof  the  testator  was  so  seised  in  the  county 
of;  Mayo,  or  a  competent  part  thereof,  should  be 
feold ;  and  that  the  Respondent,  out  of  the  money 
Biiaing  from  such  sale,  should  be  paid  the  sum  so 
dedreed  to  him,  with  interest  and  costs. 
/:  The  Appellants,  on  the  15th  of  November,  1819, 
esbibited  their  bill  in  the  Court  of  Chancery  in 
Ireland,  against  the  Respondent  and  others, 
thereby,  among  other  things,  praying,  that  the 
will  of  Peter  Rutledge  the  elder,  might  be 
fittablished  and  carried  into  execution,  and  that 
Ite  Appellant,  David  Rutledge,  might  be  decreed 
entitled  to  an  estate  for  life,  and  the  Appellant 
William  Rutledge,  to  a  vested  estate  tail  in  all 
the  lands  whereof  the  testator  was  seised  in  fee ; 
guid  that  discharged  from  any  grants,  conveyances 
or  incumbrances,  created  or  procured  by  Thomas 
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1828.  Rutledge,  except  under  the  power  and  authority 
by  the  said  will  to  him  given;  and  that  it  might 
be  decreed,  that  the  said  Thomas  Rutledge  was 
bound  to  elect  between  the  said  marriage  articles 
of  the  loth  of  November,  1743,  and  the  said  will; 
and  that  he  had  no  right  to  take  both  under  the 
said  articles  and  will  at  the  same  time ;  and  that 
it  might  be  decreed,  that  the  said  Thomas  Rut- 
ledge did,  in  his  lifetime,  elect  to  take  and  hold 
under  the  said  will ;  and  that  he  thereby  relin- 
quished all  estate  and  interest  in  the  said  Iand8> 
created  or  provided  by  the  said  articles  of  1743; 
and  that  the  Respondent,  Robert  Rutledge,  should 
be  bound  by  such  election,  and  might  be  decreed 
to  account  with  the  Appellant,  David  Rutledge, 
for  the  profits  of  the  said  lands  comprised  in  the 
said  indenture  of  1736,  since  the  death  of  the  said 
Richard  Rutledge,  and  that  the  same  should  be 
set  off  against  the  sum  by  the  said  decree  of  the 
I7th  of  July,  1819,  decreed  to  the  said  Respond- 
ent, on  foot  of  the  said  charge  of  5,000/. ;  and 
further,  that  in  case  the  said  Court  should  not  be 
of  opinion,  that  the  said  Thomas  Rutledge  did  so 
elect  the  said  Respondent,  as  being  assignee, 
legatee,  devisee,  and  personal  representative  of 
the  said  Thomas  Rutledge,  might  be  decreed  to 
be  bound  to  elect  between  the  said  will  of  the 
said  Peter  Rutledge  the  elder,  and  any  estate  or 
interest  which  he  claimed  in  any  part  of  the  said 
lands,  under  any  will  or  conveyance  of  or  from  the 
said  Thomab  Rutledge ;  and  that  it  should  be 
decreed,  that  the  said  Respondent  did  elect  to 
claim  under  the  will,  and  that  it  was  by  so  elect- 
ing, he  was  entitled  to  the  said  charge  of  5,000/., 
under  the  power  by  the  said  will  created. 
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'     The  Respondent  filed  his  answer  to  the  bill ;       1828. 
but  the  Appellants  did  not  prosecute  their  suit  to 
a  hearing. 

. .   In  the  mean  time,  the  Respondent,  on  the  24th 
of  December,  1819,  filed  his  bill  in  the  Court  of 
Chancery  against  the  Appellants,  thereby  setting 
forth  the  indenture  of  1736,  the  marriage  articles 
of  the  loth  of  November,  1743,  the  will  of  Peter 
Rutledge  the  elder,  and  his  death;    and  that 
Thomas  Rutledge  thereupon  became  seised  of  the 
demised  lands  for  the  term  of  his  life,  under  the 
devise  thereof  to  him  contained  in  the  will,  and 
was  also,  under  the  articles  of  1743,  entitled  to 
the  equitable  estate  for  the  term  of  his  life,  in  the 
lease  of   173G;    and    that  Peter  Rutledge  the 
younger  was  entitled  to  a  quasi  estate  in  tail  male 
in  remainder  therein ;    and  also  setting  forth  the 
settlement  on  the  marriage  of  Peter  Rutledge  the 
jrounger,  bearing  date  the  8th  of  August,  1776, 
and  his  death  without  issue,  the  several  convey- 
ances hereinbefore  mentioned,  made  by  the  said 
TThomas  Rutledge  to  the  Respondent,  also  the 
"^vill  of  Thomas  Rutledge,  the  seisin  for  life,  and 
^the  decease  of  Richard  Rutledge,   in  the  year 
3811 ;  and  charging  that  on  the  death  of  the  said 
'Richard  Rutledge  without  issue,  the  Appellant, 
David  Rutledge,  under  the  will  of  Peter  Rutledge 
the  elder,  became  seised  of  an  estate  for  life  in  the 
said  lands,  subject  to  the  covenant  for  perpetual 
renewal ;  and  also  charging  that  the  Respondent 
had  applied  for  a  renewal  to  the  Appellant  David 
Rutledgei  of  the  lease  of   1736,  and  that  the 
Appellant  had  declined  specifically  to  execute 
the  covenant  for  perpetual  renewal,  contained  in 
the  indenture  of  1736 ;  and  praying,  among  other 
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1828.  things,  that  the  Respondent  might  be  decreed 
entitled  to  have  the  said  original  lease  renewed, 
pursuant  to  the  covenant  for  perpetual  renewal 
therein  contained;  and  that  the  said  covenant 
night  be  specifically  executed  by  the  Appellants, 
and  for  that  purpose  that  it  might  be  referred  to 
by  one  of  the  Masters  of  the  Court,  to  take  an 
account  of  the  sum  due  by  the  Respondent  to  the 
Appellant  David  Rutledge,  on  foot  of  the  rents 
and  renewal  fines  under  the  original  lease,  and 
the  renewals  thereof,  and  that  the  Appellants 
might  be  compelled  to  execute  a  renewal  to  the 
Respondent  for  the  lives  in  the  bill  in  that  behalf 
mentioned,  or  such  lives  as  the  Master  should^ 
insert* 

To  this  bill  the  Appellants  filed  their  joint 
several  answer,  on  the  31st  of  January   1820: 
thereby  insisting  that  Thomas  Rutledge  did  no 
become  seised    of  an  equitable    estate,   unde 
the  lease  of  1736,  and  that  Peter  Rutledge  th 
younger,  did  not  become  entitled  to  an  estate  i 
iquasi  tail  male,  in  remainder  therein :  and  tha 
Thomas  Rutledge  and  Peter  Rutledge  the  young 
er,  had  no  right  to  make  such  disposition  as 
the  settlement  of  the  7th  and  8^  of  Angus 
1776,  is  contained,  respecting  the  lease  of  1736 
and  that  for  the  reasons  therein  mentioned^  th 
Respondent  was  not  entitled  to  the  specific  ex 
ecution  of  the  said  covenant  for  perpetual  re 
xiewal,  in  the  lease  of  1736  contained. 

The  cause  was  brought  on  for  hearing,  upo 
pleadings  and  proofs,  before  the  Lord  Chancello 
of  Ireland,  on  the  22nd  day  of  February,  1821 
who  decreed  that  the  Respondent  was  entitle 
to  a  specific  execution  of  the  covenant  for  perpe 
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tual  renewal  in  the  lease  of  the  3d  of  April,  1736,  182S. 
in  the  pleadings  mentioned,  according  to  the  true 
intent  and  meaning  thereof;  and  accordingly,  ^^^^ 
that  on  payment  to  the  Appellant,  David  Rut- 
Idge,  of  the  sum  due  in  respect  of  rent  and  re- 
newal fines,  the  Appellants  should  execute  to  the 
Respondent  a  renewal  of  the  lease  for  the  lives 
in  the  Respondent's  bill  named,  or  for  such  other 
lives  as  the  Master  should  approve  of;  and  that 
in  case  the  parties  should  differ  as  to  the  amount 
doe,  in  respect  of  such  rent,  or  as  to  the  form  of 
such  deed  of  renewal,  that  it  should  be  referred 
to  Roderick  Connor,  one  of  the  Masters  of  the 
Court,  to  take  an  account  of  the  sum  due  to 
the  Appellant,  David  Rutledge,  in  respect  of  such 
rent  aiul  renewal  fines,  and  also  to  approve  of  a 
im>per  deed  of  renewal,  to  be  executed  by  the 
parties  pursuant  thereto,  &c. 
Against  this  decree  the  appeal  was  presented. 


For   the   Appellants — Mr.    Home  and    Mr. 
^ugden. 

Sy  the  acquisition  of  the  fee-simple  and  inhe- 
ritance of  the  lands  by  Peter  Rutledge  the  elder^ 
in  the  year  1743,  his  lease  for  lives  thereof  became 
^tnerged,  and  the  rent  thereby  reserved  was  ex- 
'^inguished,  and  the  lease  is  not  now  subsisting 
any  purpose  whatsoever.  Peter  Rutledge  the 
slder,  having  so  acquired  the  fee-simple  and  in- 
heritance of  the  lands,  he  by  his  will  devised  the 
same  and  several  other  estates  to  the  use  of 
Thomas  for  life,  and  bequeathed  all  his  leases  for 
lives  and  years,  and  the  residue  of  his  personal 
estate,  to  Thomas,  and  thereby  raised  a  necessity 
for  Thomas  to  elect  between  the  articles  and  the 
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will,  and  Thomas  accepted  all  the  benefits  aocni* 
ing  under  the  will,  and  thereby  concluded'^Us 
election,  and  the  Respondent  is  bound  thereby. 

The  Respondent,  by  claiming  the  sum  of  6,000/. 
and  interest,  which  Feter  the  elder,  by  his  will 
empowered  Thomas  to  charge  upon  his  estates  of 
inheritance  in  the  county  of  Mayo,  and  which 
Thoinas  accordingly  charged  in  favour  of  the  Re- 
spondent, has  elected  to  take  under  the  will,  and 
is  thereby  precluded  from  claiming  any  interest 
in  the  lands,  by  a  title  which  is  opposed  to  or  in- 
consistent with  the  will. 

The  lands  in  which   the   Respondent  claim 
such  title  and  interest,  were  part  of  the  estates  o  d 
inheritance,  which  the  testator,  Peter  the  elde 
made  chargeable,  and  Thomas  charged  with  thi 
sum  of  5,000/.  and  interest,  and  the  Respondent^! 
while  he  seeks  the  benefit  of  such  charge  on  tb 
one  hand,  ought  not  at  the  same  time  to  be  pe 
mitted  to  claim  under  the  party  who  execute 
the  same  in  his  favour,  any  of  the  lands  them 
selves  which  were  subject  thereto. 

The  testator,  Peter  the  elder,  by  his  will  e 
pressly  declared  his  intention  to  be,  that  all  hi 
acquisitions  should  go  together,  according  to  th*- 
uses  thereby  limited,  and  that  Peter  the  younge 
should  settle  to  those  uses  such  interest  as  h» 
was  entitled  to  in  the  lands  in  question,  under  th» 
articles  of  the  lOth  November,  1743,  (that  in 
terest  being  a  quasi  estate  tail,  and  the  use  limite 
to  him  by  the  will,  being  an  estate  for  life), 
the  testator  with  that  view,  authorized 
to  deprive  Peter  the  younger,  his  son,  of  the 
for  life  thereby  limited  to  him  in  case  he  shouIcE:^ 
refuse  so  to  settle  the  interest,  but  the  settlement 
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of  177G,  and  1787,  and  the  several  subsequent  1828. 
conreyances  executed  by  Thomas  are  in  effect  di- 
rectly opposed  to  such  intention  and  desire  of  the 
testator,  inasmuch  as  thereby  his  acquisitions  are 
separated,  and  made  to  descend  in  a  different 
manner  and  to  different  persons,  and  such  settle- 
ments and  conveyances  are  a  fraud  upon  the  said 
wUU  And  ought  not  to  be  supported  by  a  Court  of 
equity. 

If  the  lease  for  lives  was  not  merged  by  the  ac- 
quisition of  the  fee  simple  and  inheritance  by 
Peter  the  elder,  yet  the  quasi  reversion  of  the 
laads  expectant  on  the  failure  of  issue  male  of 
Tkamas,  was  by  the  articles  of  1736  reserved  to 
Peter  the  elder,  and  such  reversion  passed  by  his 
will,  whereby  he  limited  his  estates  to  such  uses 
as   aforesaid,  in  strict  settlement,  and    Thomas 
being  by  that  will  a  mere  tenant  for  life,  could 
not  make  any  valid  disposition,  either  at  law  or  in 
equity,  of  such  reversion  as  he  assumed  to  do  by 
Che  settlement  of  1787,  under  which  the  Respon- 
dent claims. 


-    It  was  further  argued  at  the  bar,  that  the  arti- 
of  1743  might  operate  as  a  covenant  to  stand 
•*    That  a  remainder  limited  to  the  heirs 
f  the  grantor  is  the  old  reversion,  and  the  limi- 
"tation  ineffectual.^    That  when  the  limitations 
complete,  it  makes  no  difference  whether  the 


•  Roe  V.  Tranmer,  Willes  682.  2  Wils.  75.  S.  C.  Foxe 
V.Wilcox,  2  Rolle's  Abr.  783.  See  also  2  RoHe's  Abr.  784. 
Doe  ▼•  WhittiDgham,  4  Tau.  20.  22  Vin.  Abr.  194.  Crossing 
Y.  Scadamore,  J  Vent.  137.  J  Mod.  176,  S.  C.  in  Exch.  Ch. 
Lide  V.  Baker,  2  Vent.  149*  Osman  y.  Sheafe,  3  Lev.  370. 
Walker  v.  Hall,  2  Lev.  213.  Smith  v.  Risley,  Cro.  Car.  529* 
t  Read  v.  Erington,  Cro.  Eliz,  321. 
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1S28.  estates  are  legal  or  equitable.*  That  the  sons  ^f 
Thomas,  if  they  did  not  take  an  estate  tail,  tool^n  a 
,*:««-  fee,  and  if  so,  it  vested,  and  the  contingent 
mainders  were  gone.f  That  the  remainders  W4 
barred,  and  the  estate  complete,  by  the  settl 
ment  of  1776,  and  by  the  renewals.  J 


For   the    Respondent — Mr.    Pepys  and  B^^lr. 
Knight. 

Peter  Rutledge  the  elder,  by  the  settlem^mit 
of  1743,  became  a  trustee  of  the  lease  of  17 
for    the  several  persons    entitled    to  equi 
estates  therein  under  that  settlement,  and  th< 
equitable  estates  could  neither  merge  in  the  le 
fee  subsequently  acquired  by  him,  nor  be  in  a 
respect  prejudiced  by  such  acquisition, 
testator,  Peter  Rutledge,  does  not  by  his 
make  or  affect  to  make  any  disposition  of  t: 
lease  of  1736,  and  clearly  treats  it  as  a  subsisti 
interest,   so  that  no  implied  duty  of  electi 
arises  upon  the  will.    The  power  given  by  t 
will  of  the  testator,  Peter  the  elder,  to  Thorn 
to  deprive  Peter  the  younger  of  the  life  esta 
thereby  limited  to  him,  in  the  event  of  his  m 
rying  without  his  father's  consent,  or  r^fusii^, 
the  desire  of  his  father,  to  settle  the  freehold  1 
of  1736  to  the  same  uses  to  which  theinheritan 
was  limited,  was  plainly  discretionary  in  TL 
mas,  and  to  be  exercised  or  not  at  his  will 
pleasure,  and  as  this  power  never  was  exercis^^^''^ 


*  Jervoise  v.  Duke  of  Northumberland,  l  J.  and  W.  571. 
t  Doe  V.  Perryn,  3  T.  R.  484. 

X  Blake  v.  Blake,  3  P.  W.  10.  n.  l.     Wasteney  v.  ChappI^-^ 
cited  in  Norton  v.  Frecker,  i  Alk.  525. 
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(court   OF   CHANCERY.) 


Charles  Butler 


Appellant 


Thomas  Sneyd  Kynnersley,  John  ^ 

RiCKMANy   Richard  Williams,^' RespandenL 
and  John  Allan  Powell      -      ) 

C.  by  his  will,  devised  his  lands  in  trust  for  G.  his  brother,  f< 
Hfe,  remainder  to  his  sons  in  strict  settlement  in  tail  male, 
mainder  to  S.  the  testator's  sibter,  for  life,  remainder  in  lik 
manner  to  her  sons,  remainder  to  K.  for  life,  without  impeacl 
ment  of  waste,  remainder  in  strict  settlement  to  his  sons  in 
male,  reminder  to  S.  for  life,  with  like  remainder  to  his 
remainder  to  the  testator's  right  heirs.    The  lands  were  acco 
dingly  conveyed  by  the  trustees  named  in  the  will  to  these  u 

G.   died  without  issue,  leaving  S.  his  heir  at  law,  and  sh^ 
married  P.  and  with  her  husband  levied  a  fine  of  the 
version  which  had  descended  to  her  on  the  death  of  G. 
such  uses  as  S.  should  appoint,  and  she  died,  having  appoin 
the  reversion  to  P.  during  the  joint  lives  of  himself  and  A* 
until  A.  should  attain  twenty-one,  or  marriage,  remainder 
to  one  moiety  to  P.  for  life,  and  as  to  the  other  moiety  to  A 
for  life,  remainder  as  to  the  whole  estate  to  the  sons,  &c.  of  A 
in  tail,  remainder  (subject  to  a  term)  to  P. 

K.  entered  upon  the  death  of  S.  and  died,  devising  his 
estates,  charged  with  his  debts,  and  bequeathing  his  personaL 
estate  to  T.  K.  against  whom  a  bill  was  filed,  charging  that^ 
K.  during  his  possession  of  the  lands,  had  committed  equi- 
table waste,  by  cutting  trees  planted,  &c.  for  ornament,  and 
praying  that  an  account  might  be  taken  of  the  trees  cut,  and 
the  value,  and  that  T.  K.  as  representative  of  K.  might  pay 
the  amount  out  of  his  assets.     A  decree  was  made  according 
to  the  prayer  of  the  bill.     But  before  the  Master  had  pro- 
ceeded under  the  decree,  the  question  of  value,  and  all  matters 
in  difference  between  the  parties,  were  by  an  order  of  the 
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*  Courts  by  consent,  referred  to  an  arbitrator,  appointed  by  the        1828. 
Master  under  the  order,  and  arbitration  bonds  were  executed 
\ij  the  parties.    The  arbitrator  by  his  award  found  that  a  sum 
Xif  JE3S71,  which  included  the  value  of  the  timber  cut,  was  kthnhulvt. 
the  balance  due  to  the  plaintiff,  and  directed  that  sum  to  be 

-  paid.  An  application  being  made  to  enforce  the  payment 
of  the  money  according  to  the  award,  the  defendant  presented 
a  petition  of  re-hearing,  which  suspended  the  proceedings 
upon  the  award,  and  the  case  having  been  re-heard,  the  bill 
wai  dismissed,  but  no  order  was  made  respecting  the  award. 

Upon  appeal  against  this  decree,  held  that  the  House  could 
not  proceed  until  there  should  be  a  judgment  upon  the 
whole  of  the  proceedings  before  the  Court  below,  and  a 
special  order  was  made,  by  which  the  Appellants  had  leave 
to  withdraw  their  appeal,  for  the  purpose  of  obtaining  the 
judgment  of  the  inferior  Court  upon  the  question  as  to  the 

.'•  sward. 

Sembm    That  such  a  reference  as  above  stated,  submits  the  law 
4W  wdl  as  the  fact  to  the  arbitrator. 


1.N  J  8 16,  Walter  late  Marquis  of  Ormonde,  and 
An9ia  Maria  Catherine  Marchioness  of  Ormonde, 
his  wife^  filed  their  bill  of  complaint,  in  the  High 
Court  of  Chancery,  against  the  Respondent 
Stomas  Sneyd  Kynnersley;  thereby  stating,  among 
other  things,  the  will  of  Godfrey  Bagnall  Clarke, 
bearing  date  the  4th  of  December,  1774,  whereby 
lie  devised  all  his  real  estates,  after  satisfaction  of 
the  debts  and  legacies  therein  mentioned^  upon 
trust,'  to  convey  the  said  estates  to  the  use  of  his 
farother  Gilbert  Clarke  and  his  assigns,  for  life, 
without  impeachment  of  waste;  with  remainder 
to  trustees,  to  preserve  contingent  remainders; 
with  remainder  to  his  first  and  other  sons,  seve- 
nHy  and  successively  in  tail  male ;  with  remainder 
tofais  the  said  testator's  sister,'Sarah  Price  Clarke, 
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1628.  for  life,  witha«it  impeachment  of  waste;  with 
^]J^^^  remainder  to  trustees  to  preserve  contingent  re- 
••  ,,^  mainders ;  with  remainder  to  her  first  and  other 
sons  severally  and  successively  in  tail  male ;  with 
remainder  to  dement  Kynnersley  for  1^,  witfa- 
oat  impeachment  of  waste ;  with  remainder  to 
trustees  to  preserve  contingent  remainders ;  with 
remainder  to  his  first  and  other  sons  severally 
and  successively  .in  tail  male;  with  jremainder  M 
Wenman  Samuel  for  life,  without  impeachment  of 
waste;  with  remainder  to  trustees  to  preserve 
contingent  remainders;  with  remainder  to  his 
first  and  other  sons  severally  and  successively  in 
tail  male;  with  remainder  to  the  testator's  own 
right  heirs  for  ever. 

The  bill  further  stated,  that  the  testator  died  in 
December  1774,  without  having  revoked  or  alter- 
ed his  will,  leaving  his  brother,  Gilbert  Clarke,  his 
heir  at  law,  and  that  after  the  testator's  decease; 
the  trustees,  in  execution  of  the  trusts  of  the  wiH, 
paid  the  testator's  debts  and  legades,  and  after- 
wards conveyed  the  real  estates  to  the  sereral 
uses  by  the  will  declared,  or  >sucfa  of  them  m 
were  then  subsisting  or  capable  of  taking  effect; 
that  the  testator's  Wether,  Gilbert  Clarke,  died 
without  issue,  and  intestate  as  to  the  ultknate 
reversion  in  fee  in  the  real  estates,  and  that  he 
left  his  sister  Sarah  Price  Clarke  his  heir  at  Imt, 
and  that  she  afterwards  intermarried  wkh  Job 
Hart  Price,  who  thereupon  assumed  the  name  of 
Clarke^  and  entered  upon  the  testator's  real 
estates,  under  the  limitations  in  his  will  con- 
tained ^  and  continued  in  the  possession  liiereof 
until  the  death  of  Sarah  Price  Clarke,  wfaidi 
happened  inithe  year  1601 ;  and  that  iSarah  Price 


ON  APPEALS  AND  WRITS  OF  ERROR.  377 

C^Slarke  left  issue  male  one  son,  namely,  Godfrey      1^28. 
X^liomas  Robert  Price  Clarke,  and  the  Plaintiff     ^tmillT 
-Ajuia  Maria  Catherine  Marchioness  of  Ormonde,         *"* 
unen  Anna  Maria  Catherine  Clarke,  and  no  other 
issue;  and  that  upon  the  death  of  Sarah  Price 
C^larke,  her  son  Thomas  Godfrey  Robert  Price 
CSIarke,    under  the  limitations  of  the  said  will, 
&nd  the  deeds  of  conveyance  executed  pursuant 
^^hereto,    became  entitled  in  possession  to  the 
Estate;    and  that  he   was  since  dead,  without 
^sue,  under  the  age  of  twenty-one  years ;  and 
tJiat  upon  the  death  of  Thomas  Godfrey  Robert 
I^Tice  Clarke,  Clement  Kynnersley,  as  the  next 
^tenant  for  life  of  the  estates  under  the  limitations         ^ 
o^f  die  will^  entered  into  possession  of  the  estates, 
^iid  so  continued  until  his  death. 

The  bill  then  stated  that  Clement  Kynnersley 

^ied  in  April  1815,  without  issue:  And  that  Job 

^art  Price  Clarke,  and  Sarah  his  wife,  duly  levied 

^  fine  of  the  reversion  in  fee  of  the  testator's  estates, 

^Which  were  then  vested  in  Sarah  Price  Clarke  as 

l^iress  at  law,  to  him,  or  to  her  other  brother 

Cjrilbert  Clarke ;  and  that  they,  by  proper  assu- 

^^ances  duly  executed,  limited  the  reversion  in  fee 

%imple  of  such  estates,  expectant  upon  the  de- 

^ennination  of  the  prior  uses  to  which  the  same 

\rere  limited  by  the  will  of  the  testator,  to  such 

lises,  intents  and  purposes  as  Sarah  Price  Clarke, 

whether  covert  or  sole,  by  her  will  in  writing 

«hoiild  direct  or  appoint;  and  that  Sarah  Price 

Olmrke,  by  her  will,  executed  conformably  to  the 

tenns  of  the  power  in  that  behalf  vested"  in  her^ 

by  the  fine  and  declaration  of  the  uses  thereof, 

denaed  the  reversion  expectant  on  the  fiulure  of 

Uie  eatftes  then  aabsisting,   to  trustees^   upon 
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1828.      trust  to  convey  and  settle  the  same  to  the  uses 

^^^J^     and  intent  that  her  daughter  the  Plaintiff,  the 

*ww«^.*.^   Marchioness    of   Ormonde,    then    Anna    Maria 

Catherine  Clarke,  or  her  guardian  or  guardians 
during  her  minority,  or  until  she  should  marry 
with  consent  in  writing  of  such  guardian  or  guar* 
dians,  should  receive  an  annuity  of  1000/«  for 
maintenance,  and  subject  thereto  to  the  use  of 
the  said  Job  Hart  Price  Clarke  and  his  assigns, 
without  impeachment  of  waste,  during  the  joint 
lives  of  Job  Hart  Price  Clarke  and  the  Plaintiff 
the  Marchioness  of  Ormonde,  then  Anna  M^ria 
Catherine  Clarke,  until  she  should  attain  twenty- 
^#  one  years,  or  be  married;  then  to  the  use  and 
^  intent  that  one  moiety  of  the  estates,  in  case  Jol^ 

Hart  Price  Clarke  should  be  living,  but  if  dead^ 
then  that  the  whole  should  be  limited  to  one  or^ 
more  trustees  to  be  nominated  by  the  Plaintiff^ 
the  Marchioness  of  Ormonde,  then^Anna  Marian 
Catherine  Clarke,  during  her  life,  to  her  sole  ancL 
separate  use,  notwithstanding  any  coverture ;  anA^ 
as  to  the  other  moiety  to  the  use  of  the  said  Job^' 
Hart  Price  Clarke  and  his  assigns,  for  life,  withont^^^ 
impeachment  of  waste,  with  remainder,  after 
death  of  the  said  Plaintiff  the  Marchioness  ol 
Ormonde,  as  to  one  moiety  of  adl  the  said  estates^ 
in  case  the  said  Job  Hart  Price  Clarke  should  b» 
then  living,  but  if  dead,  then  as  to  the  whole 
the  said  estate,  after  the  decease  of  the  said. 
Plaintiff  the  Marchioness  of  Ormonde,  to  her  first 
and  other  sons  successively  in  tail  male,  with 
remaincter  to  her  daughters  in  tail  with  cross  re- 
mainders; with  remainder,  subject  to  a  termnf 
one  thousand  years,  thereby  directed  to  be  vested 
'm  one  or  more  trustee  or  trustees;  for  the  purpose 
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of  raising  money  for  the  payment  of  certain  lega-       1B28. 
cies,  to  the  use  of  Job  Hart  Price  Clarke,  his 
heirs  and  assims  for  ever.  *- 

The  bill  further  stated,  that  the  mansion-house 
and  park  at  Sutton-cum-Duckmanton,  was  an 
ancient  family  seat ;  and  that  there  were  at  the  time 
when  Clement  Kynnersley  entered  into  the  posses- 
sion, thereof,  many  timber  and  other  trees  standing 
and  growing  in  the  park,  and  near  the  house,  which 
sored  for  ornament  and  shelter  thereto,  and  were 
a  great  ornament  and  embellishment  to  the  man- 
sion-house and  park,  and  were  planted  for  that 
pufpose;  and  that  Clement  Kynnersley,  during 
the  time  he  was  so  in  possession  of  the  mansion- 
honse,  lands  and  premises,  felled  and  cut  down 
Qany  of  the  ornamental  timber  trees,   or  trees 
planted    for  ornament  or    shelter,   which  were 
standing  in  the  park  and  about  the  house;  and 
also  divers  saplings  and  young  trees,  not  nearly 
come  to  maturity,  and  which  were  growing  on 
QfCher  parts  of  the  estate,   and   various   spring 
oods,  which  grew  on  the  estates,  prematurely 
before  the  same,  according  to  the  usage  of 
"fthe  country,  were  arrived  at  the  proper  state  for 
^mtting;  and  he  sold  and  disposed  thereof  for  a 
^ery  large  sum  of  money  in  the  whole,  which  he 
received  and  applied  to  his  own  use;  and  he  com- 
sdtted  other  acts  of  waste,  spoil  and  destruction 
^iq^on  the  devised   estates;    and  that  Wenman 
Samuel,  the  tenant  for  life,  in  remainder,  expec- 
tant on  the  decease  of  Clement  Kynnersley,  with- 
Cftot  issue  male,  died  in  his  life-time;   and  the 
Plaintiffs,  and  Job  Hart  Price  Clarke,  being  in- 
terested in  the  estates  in  manner  aforesaid,  made 
Sequent   applications  to  Clement  Kynnersley, 
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1828.  requesting  him  to  desist  from  felling  and  cutting 
the  trees  and  woods,  and  from  committing  any 
^'  other  waste,  spoil  and  destruction  on  the  estate; 
and  also  to  account  for  the  produce  and  value  of 
the  timber  and  wood  so  felled,  cut,  and  sold»  or 
disposed  of  by  him ;  but  Clement  Kynnersley  did 
not  attend  to  or  comply  with  such  requests. 

The  bill  then  stated,  that  Job  Hart  Price  Clarke 
died,  having  by  indentures  of  lease  and  release, 
bearing  date  respectively  the  15th  and  16th  days 
of  June,  1809,  conveyed  all  his  estate  and  interest 
in  the  demised  premises  to  the  Plaintiff  the  late 
Marquis  of  Ormonde,  and  his  heirs,  and  by  means 
thereof,  and  of  the  several  limitations  aforesaid, 
the  Plaintiff   and  his  wife,   who  had  not   any^ 
issue  upon  the  death  of  Clement  Kynnersley^ 
became  entitled  in  possession  to  the  before- men- 
tioned estates;   that  Clement  Kynnersley  mad 
and  published  his  will,  bearing  date  the  2i8t  da 
of  January,  1815,  and  thereby  devised  and  be 
queathed  his  freehold,  copyhold  and  leasehol 
estates  in  the  county  of  Stafford,  to  his  nephe 
the  Respondent  Thomas  Sneyd  Kynnersley^  hi 
heirs,  executors,  administrators  and  assigns ;  an 
he  thereby  gave  and  bequeathed  his  real  estate 
at  Carshalton,  and  all  other  his  real  and  person 
estate  to  the  Respondent  Kynnersley,  his  heirs^ 
executors,  administrators  and  assigns,  he  or  the^ 
paying  all  his  debts,  funeral  and  testamentarjT 
expences,  for  which  purpose  he  declared  it  to  be 
his  desire,  that  his  estate  at  Carshalton  should  be 
sold,  in  case  his  personal  estate  and  effects  should 
not  be  sufficient  to  pay  the  same,  and  appointed 
the  Respondent  Kynnersley,  sole  executor  of  his 
will:     And    that    upon  the  death  of  Clement 
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Kynnersiey,  the  Respondent  Kynnersley,  whom  1^* 
he  left  his  heir  at  law,  proved  his  will,  and  be- 
came his  legal  personal  representative,  and  pos- 
sessed his  personal  estate  and  effects  to  an  amount 
more  than  sufficient  to  pay  all  his  just  debts,  &c. ; 
that  upon  the  decease  of  Clement  Kynnersley^ 
the  Plaintiffs  the  Marquis  of  Ormonde  and  Anna 
Maria  Catherine  his  wife,  entered  into  the  pos- 
session of  the  estates  devised  by  the  will  of  God- 
frey Bagnall  Clarke,  and  being  entitled  as  afore- 
said, they  frequently  applied  to  the  Respondent 
Kynnersley  to  come  to  account  for  the  ornamen- 
tal trees,  or  trees  planted  for  ornament  or  shelter^ 
which  were  standing  and  growing  on  the  estates, 
and  also  of  the  other  trees  and  woods  improperly 
ielled  and  sold  by  Clement  Kynnersley,  and  to 
pay  to  the  Plaintiffs  the  value  thereof  with  in- 
terest, which  he  refused  to  do. 

The  bill  prayed  an  account  of  all  timber  and 

«>ther  trees  growing  in  or  near  the  mansion-house 

and  park,  and  which  were  ornamental  thereto,  or 

^^¥hich  were  planted  for  ornament  or  shelter  theteto, 

rnjod  of  other  trees  or  woods  growing  on  the  estates 

unfit  for  felling,  and  which  were  felled  and  sold, 

«r  otherwise  disposed  of  by  Clement  Kynnersley 

deceased,  and  of  the  monies  received  by  him  on 

the  sale  of  such  of  them  as  were  sold,  and  of  the 

mXue  of  such  of  them,  if  any,  as  were  not  sold 

by  him;  and  that  his  estate  might  be  declared 

liable  to  make  good  the  produce  or  value  of  the 

timber  and  other  trees  and  woods  which  should 

appear  to  have  been  improperly  felled ;  and  that 

the  Respondent  Thomas  Sneyd  Kynnersley  might 

be  compelled  to  pay  the  same  to  the  Plaintiffi^ 

«6Cordingly,  or  into  Court,  for  the  benefit  of  the 
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1^-  person  or  persons  ultimately  to  be  entitled  to  the 
inheritance  of  the  estates;  and  that  the  Respon- 
dent Thomas  Sneyd  Kynnersley  might  either  ad- 
mit assets,  or  that  an  account  might  be  taken  of 
the  personal  estate  and  effects  of  Clement  Kyn- 
nersley, and  of  the  rents  and  profits  of  the  real 
estates  devised  in  aid  thereof  by  his  will,  and  if 
necessary,  that  such  will  might  be  established, 
and  the  trusts  thereof  decreed  to  be  carried  into 
execution. 

The  Respondent  Thomas  Sneyd  Kynnersley  put 
in  his  answer  to  the  bill  on  the  6th  of  December 
1816,  denying  the  alleged  waste,  and  referring  to 
an  answer  of  Clement  Kynnersley^  put  in  to  a 
bill  filed  in  the  year  1807,   by  Job  Hart  Pric 
Clarke, '  "Walter  Marquis  of  Ormonde  then  Ear 
of   Ormonde,    and    Anna  Maria  Catherine  hi 
wife. 

The  answer  of  Clement  Kynnersley  referred  t 
in  the  answer  of  the  Respondent  Thomas  Sney 
Kynnersley,  was  put  in  in  the  month  of  June 
1 808,  and  it  was  thereby  admitted  by  Clemen 
Kynnersley,  that  he  had  in  the  years  1805  and 
1806  cut  down  timber  and  other  trees  in  Sutto 
Park,  to  the  value  of  3,223/.  19^.  8^.  but  insisted 
that  he  had  a  right  so  to  do. 

To  this  answer  the  Plaintiffs  replied,  and  issu 
being  joined,  witnesses  were  examined,  and  their 
depositions  taken  and  published. 

Walter  Marquis  of  Ormonde,  in  Michaelmas 
term  1818,  exhibited  his  bill  of  revivor  and  sup- 
plement against  the  Respondents  Thomas  Sneyd 
Kynnersley,  and  John  Rickman,  Richard  Wil- 
liams and  John  Allan  Powell,  stating  the  death, 
of  his  wife,  and  her  will,  by  which,  under  a  power. 
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she  appointed,  devised,  and  bequeathed  all  the  1^^- 
residue  of  her  real  and  personal  estates  to  the 
Plaintiff,  his  heirs,  &c.  and  appointed  the  Respon- 
dents, Rickman,  Williams,  and  Powell,  and  P. 
Gell,  executorb  of  her  will,  and  Gell  having  re- 
nounced the  other  executors,  with  consent  of  the 
Plaintiff  obtained  letters  of  administration  with 
the  will  annexed.  The  bill  prayed  that  the  suit 
might  be  reWved,  and  that  Rickman,  Williams, 
and  Powell  might  state  their  claims  on  the  monies 
sought  to  be  recovered  in  the  suit. 

The  Respondents,  Rickman,  Williams,  and 
Powell,  by  their  answer  claimed  an  interest  in  the 
monies,  but  submitted  to  have  the  suit  revived. 

The  Respondent,  Thomas  Sneyd  Kynnersley, 
having  also  put  in  his  answer,  the  suit  was  revived. 

The  cause  came  on  to  be  heard  before  the  Vice 
Chancellor,  on  the  6th  of  May,  1820,  when  his 
Honour  decreed  that  the  Plaintiff's  bill,  so  far  as 
it  sought  an  account  of  dilapidations  of  the  build- 
ings on  the  estate  in  question  in  this  cause,  should 
be  dismissed,  without  prejudice  as  to  the  question 
of  costs :  and  it  was  ordered,  that  it  should  be 
referred  to  one  of  the  Masters  of  the  Court,  to 
inquire  whether  Clement  Kynnersley,  in  the  year 
1804,  or  at  any  time  subsequent,  cut  or  felled  any 
timber  or  other  trees  which  were  planted  or  left 
standing  for  ornament  or  shelter  of  the  mansion- 
house  or  park  in  the  pleadings  mentioned,  or  any 
other  timber  or  trees  growing  on  the  estates  in 
question,  that  were  unfit  for  cutting  and  felling ; 
and  if  the  Master  should  find,  that  Clement  Kyn- 
nersley  did  cut  any  such  timber  or  other  trees, 
then  it  was  ordered  that  the  Master  should  enquire 
whether  the  same  or  any  part  thereof  were  sold 
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1898.  by  himt  and  at  whatt  price :  and  it  was  ordered, 
^^^^^  that  the  Respondent  Thomas  Sneyd  Kynner^ley 
*-  i^bould  be  charged  with  such  ptice;  and  if  the 
Master  sihould  find  that  any  part  of  such  timber 
or  trees  was  not  sold,  he  was  to  set  a  value  there^ 
on:  and  it  was  ordered,  that  the  Respondent 
Thomas  Sneyd  Kynnersley  should  be  charged 
with  sach  value :  and  it  was  declared^  that  the 
Respondent  Thomas  Sneyd  Kynnerdey  was  liable 
to  answer  out  of  the  assets  of  Clement  Kynners- 
ley, what  should  be  found  due  for  the  amount  of 
the  price  or  value  which  should  be  so  found  due 
by  the  Master,  who  waft  to  state  any  special  cir- 
cumstances at  the  request  of  either  party,  &c. 

On  the  7th  of  August,  1820,  and  while  sucIl 
proceedings  were  pending,  the  Plaintiff  the  Mar— 
quis  of  Ormonde  died,  having  made  and  |Kib 
liriied  his  will,  bearing  date  the  28th  day 
February,  1820,  whereby  he  appointed  Georg 
Marquis  of  Huntly,  Sir  James  Graham,  Barone 
and  the  Apellant,  executors ;  Sir  Jamei^ 
and  the  Apellant  alone  proved  the  will. 

By  an  order,  dated  the  8th  day  of  March,  1821^- 
the  suit  was  revived. 

By  an  order  made  in  the  case,  bearing  date^ 
the  13th  of  March,  1822,  it  was  ordered,  witk 
the  consent  of  the  Respondent  Thomas  Sneyd 
Kynnersley,  and  all  others  the  parties  to  the  causes 
that  it  should  be  referred  to  die  Master  to  ap* 
prove  of  a  proper  person  to  be  the  arbitirator  or 
arbittators  of  the  matters  in  difference  in  the  cause, 
as  also  all  odier  matters  m  difference  betweeoi  Sir 
James  Gi^aham  and  Che  Appellant,  as  personal  re* 
pi^sentatives  of  the  Marquis  of  Ormonde,  and 
the  Respondent  Thomas  Sneyd  Kynnersley,  ai 
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executor  of  Clement  Ky nnersley :  and  it  was  or-      1888. 
dered,  that  the  Master  should  settle  ancf  approve 
of  proper  bonds^  to  be  entered  into  by  Sir  James 
Graham  and  the  Appellant,  and  the  Respondent 
Thomas  Sneyd  Kynnersley,  for  that  purpose. 

Id  pursuance  of  this  order,  the  Master  made 
his  report,  bearing  date  the  30th  of  July,  1822, 
whereby  he  certified,  that  upon  the  nomination 
and  by  consent  of  the  parties,  he  approved  of 
Sugh  Parker  to  be  arbitrator,  and  of  two  arbi- 
tration bonds,  each  of  which  was  made  in  the 
petial  sum  of  10,000/.  for  the  performance  of  the 
liward,  so  that  the  arbitrator  should  make  the 
same  ready  to  be  delivered  to  the  parties  on  or 
1>efore  the  ist  of  February,  1823,  which  time 
inras  extended  by  two  successive  orders. 

An  award,  bearing  date  the  2dth  of  November, 
1823,  was  made  and  executed  by  Hugh  Parker, 
whereby  he  awarded  and  directed  that  Respon- 
dent Thomas  Sneyd  Kynnersley  should  pay  to 
Sir  James  Graham  and  the  Appellant,  on  the  I2th 
of  February,  the  sum  of  3,871/.  of  lawful  money 
of  Great  Britain,  in  full  of  all  their  claims  as  per- 
sonal representatives  of  the  Marquis  of  Ormonde, 
against  the  Respondent  Thomas  Sneyd  Kynners- 
ley as  executor  of  Clement  Kynnersley:  And 
he  further  awarded  and  directed  certain  payments 
to  be  made  in  respect  of  costs  and  releases  to  be 
executed. 

In  February  1824,  a  motion  was  made  before 
the  Vice  Chancellor  that  the  award  might  be 
made  an  order  of  the  Court  in  the  cause  and  be 
perfonned.  This  motion  stood  over  upon  a  sug- 
glefction  that  proceeding^  would  be  taken  to  set 
aside  the  award,  upon  the  ground  that  the  re- 
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1828.      presentative  of  Job  Hart  Price  Clarke  (if  any  one) 
was  entitled  to  the  proceeds  of  the  timber  eut 
•• down. 

The  Vice  Chancellor  intimated  that  this  was  a 
proper  ground  for  a  re-hearing. 

Sir  James  Graham  died  on  the  23d  of  Marchi 
1825^  leaving  the  Appellant  the  sole  surviving 
personal  representative  of  the  Marquis  of  Or- 
monde. 

In  the  month  of  April  1825,  the  Respondent 
Thomas  Sneyd  Kynnersley  presented  his  petition 
to  the  Court  of  Chancery,  stating  among  other 
things,  that  he  conceived  himself  to  be  aggrieved 
by  the  decree,  except  so  far  as  it  directed  the 
bill  to  be  dismissed,  so  far  as  it  sought  an  account 
of  dilapidations,  and  that  he  was  advised  that  the 
whole  of  the  bill  ought  to  have  been  dismissed 
with  costs ;  and  therefore  praying,  that  the  cause 
might  be  re-heard  before  the  Vice  Chancellor^ 
which  was  ordered. 

The  cause  was  re-heard  on  the  23d  of  Aprils 
1825,  when  the  Vice  Chancellor  ordered  that  th< 
decree  should  be  reversed,  and  that  the  Plaintiff*i 
bill  should  be  dismissed. 

Upon  the  subject  of  the  award,  the  arbitration^ 
bonds,   and  the  order  directing  the  reference, 
nothing  was  done. 

The  appeal  was  against  the  decree  of  the  23d 
of  April,  1 825. 


For  the  Appellant — Mr.  Sugden. 

The  original  hearing  in  the  Court  below,  is 
reported  in  5  Madd.  p.  369.  The  point  then  dis- 
cussed was  simply  on  the  question  of  equitable 
waste.    According  to  my  note,  the  Vice  Chan- 
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cellor  said  it  was  a  creature  of  equity,  and  that  1896. 
there  was  a  breach  of  trust.  The  note  goes  be- 
yond the  report  in  Maddocks,  in  stating  more  fully 
the  ground  of  the  decision  to  be  breach  of  trust. 
There  was  evidence  as  to  the  fact  of  equitable 
wiste.  The  decree  only  directs  inquiry  as  to 
eqaitable  waste.  There  was  evidence  that  tim- 
ber was  cut  contrary  to  the  custom  of  the  coun- 
try,  and  in  the  park.  There  were  trees  planted, 
Md  growing  for  ornament,  and  an  mner  row  of 
Qik  trees.  Timber  growing  to  exclude  objects  is 
itttitled  to  protection.*  The  original  decree  di- 
QMSta.  only  inquiry,  and  only  as  to  equitable  waste 
la  a  breach  of  trust.  It  was  held  that  legal  waste 
ttood  on  a  different  ground.  The  original  decree 
lecided  that  the  assets  of  the  tenant  for  life  were 
iltble  for  the  equitable  waste. 

IBesides  this,  where  a  decree  is  taken  by  con- 
tent it  cannot  be  reversed.  A  consent  order  must 
pocport  to  be  so  on  the  face  of  the  order.  By  an 
order  of  13th  of  March,  1822,  it  is  stated  ''that  all 
**  matters  in  difference  should  be  submitted  to  the 
'^  arbitration  of  a  person  to  be  appointed  by  the 
**  Master,  and  the  parties  consenting,  the  Master 
**  of  the  Rolls  by  consent  ordep^  &c."  A  court  of 
equity  will  not  inforce  an  agreement  to  refer,  un- 
leai  it  is  made  under  its  own  authority  in  a  cause. 
Aft  award  has  been  regularly  made;  all  this  being 
dme^  and  the  decree  which  is  the  foundation 
being  taken  away,  it  might  be  sufficient  to  leave 
the  case  here. 

The  ground  of  the  decree  on  the  rehearing  was 
that  Clarke  had  the  reversion  in  fee.    The  ques- 
was  in  whom  the  right  to  the  money  pro- 

*  Day  T.  Mmy,  l6  Ycf.  975. 
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16B8.      du€ed  by  1^6  timber  so  cut  is  vested.     It  was 

^]^^^!^     held  that  the  rig^  to  the  money  vested  in  Clarke. 

*•         The  decree  is  wrona:  for  two  reasons; — Ist,  Be* 
KTNimn.IT.  ^  ^  ,     .      .      ^  .  ,   , 

cause  Lord  Ormonde  is  the  first  person  entitled 

to  the  estate  of  inheritaiice.  2ndly,  Because  if  it 
belonged  t<^  Clarke,  it  passed  by  the  conveyance 
to  Lord  Ormcmde.  Money  arising  firom  the  cut- 
ting such  timber  is  by  the  Court  settled  to  go  in 
the  >same  course  as  the  estate. 

It  is  a  settled  rule,  that  a  remainder  mspi  in 
tail  takes  money  absolutely;  but  as  money  so 
produced  is  considered  as  real  estate  in  snch 
cases,  it  is  held  that  it  does  not  belong  to  the 
tenant  in  tail,  till  he  acquires  the  dominion  over 
the  estate.  No  doubt  there  was  a  light  in  him, 
but  the  question  is,  whether  the  right  remained 
with  him?  The  trees  could  never  have  been  en- 
joyed as  a  separate  article  of  property.  The 
money  goes  as  the  trees  would,  until  a  party 
having  an  estate  of  inheritance  comes  into  pos- 
session. 


7%^  Lard  Chancellor. — ^Was  the  objection  ari- 
sing from  tbe  award  before  the  Court  ? 

For  the  AppeUant. — 

No. 

For  the  Respondent. — 

The  question  arose  upon  the  attempt  to  enfonee 
tike  award ;  the  subject  therefinre  must  have  been 
distinctly  before  the  Court. 

The  Lord  Chancellor. — But  it  does  not  appear 
tliat  it  was  argued. 

For  the  Appellant.— 

The  Act  of  its  being  l)y  conseat  was  not  befiMre 
the  Court.        r 
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l%e  Lofd  Cham)ellar.^WbBt  has  been  done      1SS8. 
under  the  award  ? 

For  the  Appellant. — 

It  was  stopped  by  the  decree  on  the  re-hearing. 
The  decree  was  not  altered  on  the  ground  of  non- 
liability. 

Lard  Eldan. — Suppose  the  House  were  to  re- 
verse the  decree;  the  cauge  must  go  back  for  the 
purpose  of  proceeding  upon  the  arbitration;  and 
wshat  could  you  do  till  the  arbitration  is  complete  ? 
If  reversed,  must  the  House  aay  that  the  arbi- 
tration shall  be  completed  ? 

For  the  Appellant. — 

We  only  want  the  decree  of  reversal  removed. 

Lord  Eidan. — I  wish  to  know  how  this  award  is 
to  be  got  rid  of? 

For  the  Respondent. — 

We  should  have  a  good  case  to  get  rid  of  the 
rd,  if  we  support  the  decree.    The  only  cou- 
nt was  to  appoint  an  arbitrator. 

Lord  Eldon.^-ls  not  this  an  order  of  the  Court  ? 
IBave  you  a  copy  of  the  petition  of  re-hearing? 

For  the  Appellant. — 

The  decree  on  re-hearing  appears  to  be  merely 
a  decree  dismissing  the  bill. 

The  Lord  Chancellor. — ^What  then  is  to  become 
of  the  award?  There  must  be  a  distinct  appli- 
oation  to  get  rid  of  the  awaid.  The  petition  of 
M-hearing  takes  no  notice  of  the  award.  If  a 
eause  iu  going  on,  and  you  agree  to  refer,  4o  you 
not  take  the  chances  ? 

l/n^d  Eldon.'-^These  is  a  difficulty  on  both  sides. 
The  petition  of  re^hearing  takes  no  notice  of  the 
award,  and  you  go  before  the  Vice  Chancellor 
taking  no  notice  of  the  award.    The  question  is 
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1828.^     whether  you  should  not  have  brought  the  matter 
as  to  the  award  before  the  Court. 

The  Lord  Chancellor. — They  seem  to  have  begun 
at  the  wrong  end;  they  should  first  have  im- 
peached the  award. 

Lord  Eldon. — ^The  Plaintiff  says  I  am  entitled 
to  the  money  arising  from  the  sale  of  trees  cut 
down  by  an  act  of  equitable  waste;  that  is  the 
question :  if  he  is  so  entitled,  than  another  ques- 
tion arises  as  to  what  is  due  to  him.  -  If  you  say 
that  he  did  not  refer  the  matter  of  title,  that  is 
another  question. 

For  the  Respondent. — 

The  representatives  of  Clarke  are  not  before 
the  Court,  and  his  creditors  might  claim. 

Lord  Eldon, — ^That  might  be  the  subject  of  ob^ 
jection  on  your  part. 

The  Lord  Chancellor. — But  as  long  as  the  award 
stands,  there  can  be  no  proceedings.  May  not 
this  arbitration  by  consent  operate  as  a  reference 
of  the  fact  and  the  law  together:  and  if  so,  how 
can  we  decide  until  the  matter  is  brought  before 
us  ?  If  they  left  the  whole  question  to  the  arbi- 
trators there  may  be  an  end  of  the  cause.  If 
the  award  cannot  be.  set  aside,  is  not  that  c<mi- 
clusive  ? 

For  the  Respondent;— 

We  must  establish  the  decree  before  we  can 
make  any  application  as  to  the  award ;  there  is 
no  objection  on  their  -  part  against  the  order  for 
re-hearing. 

7%e  Lord  Chancellor. — What  was  done  upon 
the  application  to  pay  the  money  into  court? 

For  the  Appellant.-—  ' 

.  The  fMtynmat  waft  stopped  by  this  proceeding* 
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Lord  Eldon — Is  the  decree  signed  by  the  Chan-      1828. 
cellor  ?  it  should  be  so  stated  in  the  petition  of 
appeal.    It  may  be  hard  that  you  should  have  to 
pay  the  money  over  again :  but  have  you  not  re- 
ferred the  question  upon  the  title  ? 

ThtLord  Chancellor. — ^The  question  of  the  award 
should  have  been  before  the  court  at  the  same 
time  with  the  question  of  re-hearing. 

For  the  Respondent. — 

The  award  we  may  not  be  able  to  set  aside. 

Lord  Eldon. — If  you  will  admit  that,  we  may 
go  on.  The  matter  as  to  the  award  is  original 
matter^  and  not  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
Court  of  Appeal. 

7%e  Lord  Chancellor. — Can  you  point  out  any 
way  in  which  the  validity  of  the  award  can  be 
questioned  in  the  Court  below.  Any  question 
of  law  might  have  been  raised  upon  that  sub- 
mission^ 

Lard  jEWbn.— When  you  consent  to  the  refer- 
ence can  it  be  said  that  you  did  not  either  refer 
the  right  or  admit  it  ?  The  submission  would  be 
nonsense  without  such  a  construction. 

The  Lord  Chancellor. — ^All  matters  in  difference 
comprise  every  thing  both  of  fact  and  law. 

For  the  Respondent. — 

The  objection  made  is  upon  matters  subsequent, 
contrary  to  all  principle  and  practice. 

The  Lord  Chancellor. — The  appeal  must  be  with- 
drawn that  the  parties  may  go  before  the  Chan- 
cellor, in  order  that  the  decree  and  the  award  may 
be  considered  together. 


After  this  observation  the  argument  upon  the 
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1828.       case  was  stopped,  and  the  following  special  order 
was  made. 


BUTLER 

V. 

KTNMBR8LBT. 


24th  July,  1828.— 

It  appearing  to  this  House,  that  upon  the  re- 
hearing before  the  Vice  Chancellor,  when  the 
decree  of  reversal  complained  of  by  the  said 
appeal  was  made,  the  effect  of  the  award  was 
not  discussed  before  the  Vice  Chancellor,  and 
which  award  appears  still  to  remain  in  force; 
this  House  thinks  it  proper,  and  it  is  thereibre 
ordered,  that  the  Appellant,  upon  withdrawing 
his  appeal,  shall  be  at  liberty  to  present  a  petition 
of  appeal  to  the  Lord  Chancellor  against  the 
Vice  Chancellor's  decree  of  reversal;  the  Appel- 
lant and  Respondent  being  also  respectively  at 
liberty  to  make  such  motions  or  other  applica- 
tions to  the  Lord  Chancellor  touching  the  said 
award,  and  for  the  confirmation  or  setting  aside 
thereof,  as  they  may  be  advised  to  make»  such 
motions,  or  other  applications,  to  be  heard  at  the 
same  time  with  the  petition  of  rehearing,  so  to  be 
presented  as  aforesaid,  or  at  such  time  or  times 
as  the  Lord  Chancellor  shall  direct.  And  it  is 
further  ordered,  that  the  cause  be  remitted  back 
to  the  Court  of  Chancery,  to  proceed  therein  ac- 
cordingly, reserving  to  each  party  the  right  of 
appealing  from  any  order  or  decree  to  be  made 
herein  by  the  Court. 
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1828. 


APPENDIX. 


SCOTLAND. 


(commissaries  court  and  court  of  session.) 

Mart  Black  Macneill     ...     Appellant. 
If'ALCOLM  Macoregor    *     -    -    .      Respondent. 


In  May  1816,  a  marriage  ceremony  between  M.  and  G.  (accord- 
ing  to  the  evidence  of  one  wituess,  who  spoke  positively  to  the 
performance  of  the  ceremony,  and  the  identity  of  the  parties, 
confirmed  by  another  witness,  who  spoke  with  less  firmness  as 
to  the  identity)  was  performed  by  a  minister  of  the  Church  of 
Scotland^  upon  the  production  of  an  instrument,  purporting 
a|id  proved  to  be  a  certificate  of  a  proclamation  of  banns, 
which  proclamation,  from  the  date  of  the  certificate  as  com- 
pared with  a  registrate  of  the  marriage  and  the  evidence  of  the 
witnesses,  could  not  possibly  have  been  made.  But  it  was 
proved  to  be  the  usual  certificate,  and  that  according  to  the 
practice  in  Scotland  at  the  time,  banns  were  in  fact  scarcely 
ever  proclaimed,  when  such  certificates  were  given.  The 
minister  who  performed  the  ceremony  had  afterwards  been 
banished  for  forgery,  and  collusion  in  effecting  a  marriage, 
and  became  incompetent  to  giv^  evidence,  but. a  book  kept 
by  him,  in  which  the  marriage  in  question  appeared  to  be 
re^kurly  entered,  was  produced,  and  proved  by  the  wife  and 
daughter  of  the  minister,  who  also  proved  the  performance  of 
the  ceremony. 

M.,  who  had  aflerwards  married  another  husband,  upon  a  suit  to 
establish  the  first  marriage,  in  her  defences  admitted  that  one 
evening  in  May  18 16,  by  means  of  threats,  and  particularly  of 
pemonal  iiyury  ta  a  rival  suitor,  who  afterwards  became  the 
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1828.  second  husband,  she  was  induced  to  go,  and  went  with  G.  to 

the  house  of  the  minister  before  mentioned,  but  from  the 
agitation  of  her  mind,  that  she  was  incapable  of  paying  atten- 
MACQRBGOR.        tiou  to  what  then  passed,  and  was  convinced  that  she  did  not 

consent  to  the  marriage.  She  also  admitted  that  after  the 
ceremony  she  returned  with  G.  to  her  father*s  house,  but 
denied  the  consummation. 

It  was  in  evidence  that  M.  was  in  the  habit  of  calling  upon  G. 
at  his  printing  office,  late  in  the  evening  and  alone ;  and  that 
after  the  ceremony  of  marriage,  in  speaking  of  it,  she  said 
*'  it  was  not  binding :  what  would  two  or  three  words  of  an 
'*  outlawed  man  do?**  It  was  also  in  evidence,  that  on  two 
*'  occasions,  in  the  presence  of  her  father,  she  was  addressed, 
and  her  health  drank,  by  the  name  of  Mrs.  G.,  which  saluti- 
tion  was  in  one  instance  returned,  and  in  another  receifed 
without  observation  by  her  or  her  father.  It  was  also  in 
evidence,  that  upon  two  occasions  J*,  the  second  husband, 
after  his  marriage  came  to  the  house  of  M.  when  G.  was 
there,  and  went  secretly  to  an  upper  room,  where  he  remained 
alone. 

The  marriage  with  G.,  as  alleged,  took  place  in  May  1816.  In 
June  I8l6,  a  marriage  was  regularly  solemnized  between  M. 
and  J.  It  was  proved  that  G.  before  his  alleged  marriage 
with  M.  had  admitted  that  J.  was  a  more  favoured  suitor; 
that  upon  the  marriage  between  M.  and  J*  he  had  accepted  a 
present  of  a  pair  of  gloves ;  that  he  had  been  frequently  pi^ 
sent  in  social  parties  with  J.  and  M.,  to  whom  he  drank  by 
the  name  of  Mrs.  J. ;  that  he  slept  in  the  same  room  where  M. 
and  J.  were  in  bed  together  as  man  and  wife,  and^  in  all  his 
intercourse  with  them,  which  was  very  frequent,  recognised 
them  as  such. 

Two  years  after  the  marriage  of  M.  and  J.,  and  their  cohabita- 
tion, G.  raised  an  action  in  the  Commissaries  Court  against 
M.  of  declarator  of  marriage  and  adherence.  There  was  issue 
of  the  marriage  between  M.  and  J,,  but  neither  the  children 
nor  J.  were  made  parties. 

Held  (reversing  the  judgment  below)  that  if  a  celebration  of  the 
ceremony  of  marriage  took  place  between  M.  and  G.,  it  was 
to  be  presumed,  under  the  circumstances  before  stated,  that 
there  was  no  real  consent  to  marry. 

Whether  it  is  necessary  that  the  second  husband,  and  the 
children  should  be  parties  to  the  suit.     Qucsre. 

Semb.    That  according  to  the  practice  of  the  Ecclesiastical 
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CSoort,  it  is  only  necessary  to  make  the  principal  a  party ,  but        1828. 
timt  the  other  parties  interested  may  intervene  if  they  think 
fit,  at  any  stage  of  the  suit. 

Supposing  that  the  evidence  had  been  deemed  sufficient. to  war-     macgrboor 
nmt  a  declarator  of  marriage  between  M.  and  G.y  whether 
»ieiitenee  of  adherence  ought  also  to  have  been  pronounced. 
'  Qiurre. 

Upon  a  summons  which  alleges  an  irregular  marriage,  followed 
by  consummation^  and  a  regular  marriage  celebrated  with 
a  view  to  complete  the  irregular  marriage,  whether  proof  of 
the  latter  marriage,  no  proof  being  given  of  the  former,  would 
be  a  sufficient  proof  of  marriage.     Quare. 

Whedier  after  judgment  upon  such  a  summons,  and  proof  nega^ 
tiTiiig  the  alleged  regular  marriage,  a  new  action  could  be 
brought  to  establish  the  irregular  marriage.     Qucere, 

Whether  according  to  the  law  of  Scotland,  entries  made  in  a 
book  kept  by  a  minister  of  the  Church  of  Scotland,  in  the 
maoner  above  described,  are  admissible  in  evidence  to  prove 
a  marriage  5  and  how  marriages  are  to  be  proved,  supposing 
the  minister  and  witnesses  to  be  dead,  or  incompetent. 
QiMere, 

Whether  the  admissions  of  a  woman  who  may  be  claimed  as  a 
wife  by  two  persons,  under  such  alleged  ceremonies  of  mar- 
riage, and  circumstances  as  above  stated,  is  admissible  in  evi- 
cknce  as  proof  of  the  first  marriage.     Qur&re. 

Whether  a  marriage  celebrated  by  a  minister  of  the  Church  of 
Scotland,  upon  such  certificate  as  above  mentioned,  without 
actoal  publication  of  banns,  is  to  be  deemed,  according  to  the 
practice,  a  regular  marriage  in  Scotland.     QunBre, 

^ifoiuing  it  to  be  an  irregular  marriage,  previous  and  subse- 
,<Ioent  conduct  of  the  parties  is  admissible  evidence  u[)on  the 
question  of  consent. 


This  was  an  appeal  from  certain  judgments 
pronounced  by  the  Commissary  Court  and  the 
jkst  division  of  the  Court  of  Session,  in  an  action 
of  Declaratpr  of  Marriage,  at  the  instance  of  the 
•i^espondent,  against  the  Appellant. 
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1828.  The  summons  was  for  a  declarator  of  marriag 

*  ^~^,  and  adherence,  filed  in  the  Commissaries  Cour» 

^'  on  the  25th  of  March  1818 :     ''  It  set  forth,  thatS^^^at 

MACOEBOOB. 


**  an  intimate  acquaintance  having  for  some  time^»^e 
"  subsisted  betwixt  the  Pursuer  and  Mary  Mac —  ^2- 
**  neill,  sometimes  called  Mary  Black  MacneilW  ^  I 
"  the  reputed  natural  daughter  of  the  late  Dr.^-:Hr, 
''  James  Macneill  of  Stevenston,  by  Euphemian^^ 
''  Black,  they  formed  an  attachment,  and  agreedE:^  ^ 
**  to  become  husband  and  wife  of  each  other ;  ancE^  Jid 
"  accordingly,  when  they  were  together  at  Holy— 
''  town,  in  the  county  of  Lanark,  in  spring  1816e 
''  on  a  jaunt,  in  company  with  the  said  Dr.  Jamea 
**  Macneill,  an  irregular  marriage  between  theona^xm 
''  was  celebrated  by  the  said  Dr.  James  Macneill ;  MA\ 
**  and  the  marriage  was  consummated  by  theic  f 'ir 
**  spending  several  nights  together  in  the  same  bed 
''  at  Holytown  aforesaid :  That  on  the  Pursuer 
**  and  the  said  Mary  Macneill,  or  Mary  BlacIfeX  ^^ 
"  Macneill,  returning  to  Edinburgh  from  the  saic:^  -id 
"jaunt,  which  they  did  in  the  month  of  Maj^ -•Y 
**  1816,  they  considered  it  proper  that  no  tim^ 
**  should  be  lost  in  celebrating,  in  facU  ecclesia, 
*'  that  marriage  which  had  been  irregularlj^  ^Y 
"  contracted  between  them  at  Holytown  afore-  ^^e- 
"  said ;  and  accordingly  they  were,  in  th^  ^^ 
"  month  of  May  1816,  regularly  married  bj^  ^5 
"  the  Reverend  Joseph  Robertson,  Ministei^  ^*' 
••of  the  Chapel  in  Leith  Wynd,  Edinburgh."^  — ' 
Notwithstanding  of  all  which,  the  said  Mary^i^T 
Macneill,  or  Mary  Black  Macneill,  casting  oi 
the  fear  of  God,  and  forgetting  her  natural  an< 
Christian  duty  and  promise  made  at  her  enterin{ 
into  said  marriage  with  the  Pursuer,  now  refiise^^^ 
to  acknowledge  her  marriage,  or  to  cohabit  wit! 
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him  as  her  husband':  therefore  the  Pursuer,  Mai-      1828. 

colm  Macgregor,  ought  to  have  our  sentence  and     ^Jtl^,. 

decreet,  finding  and  declaring,  that  he  and  the 

said  Mary  Macneill,  sometimes  called  Mary  Black 

Macneill,  Defender,  are  lawful  married  persons, 

husband  and  wife  of  each  other ;  and  decerning 

and  ordaining  the  said  Defender  to  adhere  to,  and 

cohabit  with  the  Pursuer,  and  treat  and  entertain 

him  in  all  respects  as  her  husband ;  and  further 

decerning  and  ordaining  the  said  Defender  to 

make  payment  to  the  Pursuer,  of  the  said  sum  of 

100/.  sterling,  as  the  expenses  of  this  process,  &c. 

In  the  defences  which  were  given  in  on  the  J  st 

of  May  1818,  the  Appellant  admitted  the  ac- 

qaaintance,  and  the  journey  to  Holytown,  but 

denied  '*  that  a  marriage  was  there  celebrated  by 

••  the  Doctor,  or  that  she  either  then  or  at  any 

•*  other  period,  consented   to  become  the   Pur- 

**  suer's  wife/'    On  the  other  point  she  gave  the 

following  statement :     "  The  Defender  recollects 

••  perfectly  well  that  the  Pursuer,  some  time  in 

*'  the  month  of  May  18<6,  made  proposals  of  mar- 

"  riagetoher,  which  she  rejected,  informing  him, 

'*  at  same  time,  that  she  was  pre-engaged  with  Mr. 

*'  Jollie,  her  present  Husband.     Notwithstanding 

'*  of  this,  some  short  time  thereafter,  the  Pursuer 

•'  called  at  Dr.  MacneilVs  house,  between  ten  and 

•'  eleven  o'clock  at  night,  by  which  time  the  Doc- 

••  tor  had  retired  to  his  bed  room ;  and  by  means 

^'  of  threats,  particularly  of  personal  injury  to  Mr. 

**  Jollie,  he  prevailed  upon  her,  or  rather  forced 

*'  her,  to  accompany  him  to  Edinburgh,  and  that 

"  he  carried  her  to  a  house,  which  she  afterwards 

"  understood  was  that  of  Joseph   Robertson's ; 

**  and,  although  from  the  agitation  of  her  mind  at 
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1828.      ''the  time,  she  could  pay  no  attention  to  what 

j^^^^J^j^     '*  might  then  pass  yet  she  is  convinced  that  in  no 

^'         "  situation  would  she  consent  to  marry  the  Pur- 

''  suer,  or  break  her  engagement  with  Mr.  Jollie, 

''  to  whom  she  was  sincerely  attached,  and  had 

''  resolved  to  marry." 

She  then  proceeds  to  state,  ''  that  having  a 
''  short  time  thereafter  been  married  to  Mr.  JoUie, 
''  the  Pursuer  on  that  occasion  was  presented 
*'  with,  and  accepted  a  pair  of  gloves,  as  one  of 
'*  their  friends,  and  frequently  hereafter  visited 
•*  them  in  the  Doctor's  house,  and  only  discon- 
**  tinned  his  visits  from  the  month  of  December 
•'  last." 

In  the  answers  to  these  Defences,  the  Respon- 
dent desired  that  the  Appellant  should  be  judi- 
cially examined,  as  to  the  facts  stated  in  the 
summons,  which  was  ordered  by  the  Court,  but 
the  Respondent  afterwards  declined  to  avail  him- 
self of  the  right. 

The  Court  then  appointed  a  Condescendence, 
and  the  Respondent,  on  the  23d  of  April  1819, 
put  in  the  following : — 

1 .  That  having  paid  his  addresses  in  the  way  of 
marriage  to  the  Defender,  who  was  living  unmar- 
ried in  the  house  of  her  reputed  father.  Dr. 
Macneill,  with  the  approbation  of  the  said  Dr. 
Macneill,  the  Pursuer  accompanied  Dr.  Macneill 
and  the  Defender  in  an  excursion  to  Lanarkshire, 
in  the  month  of  May,  1816,  for  the  purpose  of 
visiting  an  estate  belonging  to  Dr.  Macneill,  in 
the  parish  of  Botbwell. 

2.  That  in  the  course  of  this  excursion,  the 
parties  slept  several  nights  at  the  inn  at  Holytown, 
which  is  in  the  same  parish  with  Dr.  MacneilFs 
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estate ;  and  while  in  that  inn.  Dr.  Macneill  stood       1828. 
up  and  solemnly  bestowed  the  hand  of  his  daughter    J];^^ 
the  Defender  upon  the  pursuer  as  her  husband,   ^^^•; 
and  gave  the  parties  his  blessing.    That  the  De- 
fender acquiesced  in  this  by  taking  the  Pursuer's 
hand;   and  while  at  the  inn  at  Holytown,  the 
Pnrsuer  and  the  Defender  slept  in  the  same  room 
for  two  nights,  when  the  irregular  marriage  which 
had  been  previously  solemnized  by  Dr.  Macneill 
in  the  way  here  mentioned,  was  consummated. 

3.  That  while  upon  this  journey,  the  Pursuer 
was  treated  by  the  Defender  and  by  her  father 
in  such  a  way  as  induced  the  tenants  on  Dr.  Mac- 
neiirs  estate,  and  others  in  whose  company  they 
happened  to  be,  to  believe  that  the  Pursuer  and 
the  Defender  were  either  actually  married,  or 
were  solemnly  betrothed  to  each  other  as  hus- 
band and  wife.  That  the  parties  returned  from 
this  excursion  to  Edinburgh  on  the  20th  May, 
1816 ;  and  the  Defender  after  her  return  to  her 
fitther's  house  in  Leith  Walk,  where  she  generally 
resided,  admitted  to  various  persons  that  an  irre- 
gular marriage  had  been  solemnized  between  the 
Pursuer  and  the  Defender  at  Holy  town,  when  she 
had.  accepted  the  Pursuer  as  her  husband ;  and 
that  this  irregular  marriage  had  been  afterwards 
consummated. 

4.  That  immediately  upon  their  return  to  Edin- 
bai^,  the  Pursuer  and  Defender  thought  it  pro- 
per that  their  marriage  should  be  regularly  so- 
lemnized by  a  clergyman  without  any  further 
delay ;  and  with  the  view  to  this  marriage,  the 
Defender  made  the  usual  preparations  in  the  way 
of  dress  which  are  customary  on  such  occasions. 
In  particular,  she  gave  to  Margaret  Kinlay,  who 
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1838.      is  since  married  to  a  person  of  the  nalne  of  S  hewen, 

^^^^]J^    residing  in  Leith  Walk,  three  gowns  to  be  made 

^'         for  herself  on  the  occasion  of  her  marriage,  also 

"  a  marriage  shift  for  herself  and  a  marriage  shirt 

for  the  Pursuer;  all  which  articles  she  desired 

should  be  got  ready  by  a  particular  day,  with  a 

view  to  the  regular  solemnization  of  her  marriage 

with  the  Pursuer.    And  further,  she  requested 

the  said  Margaret  Kinlay  to  officiate  as  her  bride's* 

maid  on  that  occasion. 

5.  That  in  pursuance  of  this  resolution,  the 
Pursuer  obtained  a  certificate  of  proclamation  of 
banns  in  the  usual  form;  and  thereafter  the  Pur- 
suer and  the  Defendant  proceeded,  on  the  evening 
of  Thursday,  the  23d  of  May,  1816,  from  Dr. 
MacneiU's  house,  near  the  bottom  of  Leith  Walk, 
to  the  house  of  the  Reverend  Joseph  Robertson, 
minister  of  the  chapel  of  ease  in  Leith  Wynd, 
Edinburgh,  for  the  purpose  of  having  their  mar- 
riage regularly  solemtiized  by  that  person.  That 
upon  arriving  at  Mr.  Robertson's  house,  they 
made  application  to  him  to  solemnize  the  marriage, 
producing  to  him  at  the  same  time  the  certificate 
of  the  proclamation  of  banns,  and  they  were  ac- 
cordingly that  evening  regularly  married  by  Mr. 
Robertson,  according  to  the  forms  of  the  Church 
of  Scotland,  in  the  presence  of  Mr.  Robertson  s 
wife  and  his  daughter;  and  the  marriage  was 
entered  in  a  book  kept  by  the  said  Reverend  J. 
Robertson,  as  a  record  of  the  marriages  which  he 
solemnized. 

6.  That  after  the  marriage  was  thus  solemnized, 
the  Pursuer  accompanied  the  Defender  from  Mr. 
Robertson's  house  to  the  house  of  Dr.  Macneill, 
ifn  Leith  Walk,  and  there  the  marriage  was  con- 


MACNSILL 
V. 
11ACGRB60B. 


ON  APPEALS  AND  WRITS  OF  ERROR.  401 

sammated,  by  the  Pursuer  sleeping  in  the  same      1828. 
bed  with  the  Defender. 

7.  That  the  Defender  has,  upon  a  variety  of  *"• 
occasions,  admitted  to  sundry  persons  that  she 
was  married  to  the  Pursuer  by  the  Reverend  Mr. 
Robertson  as  above  mentioned,  and  that  she  there- 
after slept  with  the  Pursuer  as  her  husband,  in 
her  father's  house. 

These  facts  the  Pursuer  undertakes  to  prove  by 
the  evidence  of  (Here  follow  the  names  of  the 
witnesses.) 

On  the  21st  of  May,  1819,  the  Appellant  put  in 
answers,  by  which,  before  making  special  answers 
to  the  articulate  condescendence,  she  recalled  the 
attention  of  the  Court  to  the  defence  originally 
stated  by  her,  and  to  the  facts  specially  mentioned 
in  the  first  part  of  her  answers  to  a  petition 
given  in  by  the  Pursuer.  It  was  therein  stated, 
that  so  far  from  the  Pursuer  having  then  had  any 
idea  that  the  Appellant  was  his  wife,  that,  on 
the  contrary,  he  not  only  knew  of  the  previous 
courtship  between  Mr.  JoUie  and  her,  and  that 
they  were  to  be  married,  but  at  the  time  of  the 
marriage  he  was  presented  with  gloves,  which  he 
accepted  of ;  and  being  considered  as  one  of  their 
most  intimate  friends,  he  repeatedly  visited  them, 
drank  to  them  as  husband  and  wife,  by  the  names 
of  Mr.  and  Mrs.  JoUie ;  and  when  he  so  repeated 
these  visits,  was  in  the  practice  of  partaking  of 
their  fiamily  fare,  always  acknowledging  them  to 
be  husband  and  wife.  It  therefore  appears  a 
most  extraordinary  circumstance,  the  Pursuer 
afterwards  claiming  the  Appellant  as  his  wife, 
a  person  who  may  have  been  said  to  have  been 
married  with  his  consent  and  approbation  to  Mr. 
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1828.  Jollie,  her  present  husband;  and  so  far  from  this 
having  given  him  offence  at  the  time^  that,  as  d- 
Imaau  ^^^^V  mentioned,  he  visited  and  acknowledged 
them  as  married  persons,  and  as  such  was  enter- 
tained by  them.  When,  however,  the  Pursuer 
first  pretended  to  say  that  the  Appellant  was 
his  wife,  it  appeared  that  his  object  was  merely 
selfish,  as  he  offered  to  renounce  the  claim  of  a 
husband  upon  condition  that  she  and  Mr.  Jollie 
would  pay  him  a  sum  of  money  ;  so  that  if  they 
had  complied  with  his  wish,  no  such  action  as  the 
present  would  have  appeared  in  Court. 

The  Appellant  submitted  that  before  the  Pur- 
suer should  be  allowed  to  enter  upon  his  proof  of 
the  condescendence,  the  above  special  facts  should 
be  discussed,  and  a  proof  thereof  allowed  to  the 
Appellant;  or  should  the  Court  be  inclined  to 
allow  the  Pursuer  to  proceed  with  his  proof  in 
the  mean  time,  the  Appellant  should  also  be 
allowed  a  proof  of  what  she  then  stated,  with 
what  follows  as  the  answers  to  the  articulate  con- 
descendence. 

The  Appellant  then  proceeded  to  answer  the 
condescendence. 

Art.  1.  The  Defender  denies  this  article,  ex- 
cepting in  so  far  as  regards  the  circumstance  of 
the  Pursuer's  having  accompanied  Dr.  Macneill 
and  the  Defender  first  to  Holytown  and  after- 
wards to  Glasgow.  In  May  1816,  the  Pursuer 
mentioned  to  Dr.  Macneill  that  he  had  occasion 
to  .go  to  Glasgow,  and  would  accompany  him  to 
Holytown  if  he  inclined.  Dr.  Macneill  acqui- 
esced, and  the  Pursuer  accompanied  Dr.  Macneill 
and  the  Defender  to  Holytown,  and  afterwards 
persuaded  Dr.  Macneill  to  go  the  length  of  Glas- 
gow. 
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Art.  2.     This  article  is  denied.  1828. 

Art.  3.     This  is  also  denied. 

Art.  4.  This  is  denied,  in  so  far  as  recfards  the  ^- 
Defender's  having  any  view  of  a  marriage  with  the 
Pursuer,  making  preparations  on  that  account,  or 
employing  Margaret  Kinlay  to  make  a  shirt  for 
the  Pursuer,  and  requesting  her  to  officiate  as 
bride's  maid  on  occasion  of  the  alleged  marriage. 
Dr.  Macneill,  when  in  Glasgow,  gave  money  to 
the  Defender  to  purchase  there  three  gowns,  and 
she  employed  Margaret  Kinlay  to  make  them; 
but  she  denies  her  then  having  any  view  of  a  mar- 
riage with  the  Pursuer. 

Art.  5.    The  Defender  recollects  that,    some 
time  in  May  1816,  the  Pursuer  made  proposals  of 
marriage  to  her,  which  she  declined,  informing 
him  of  her  being  pre-engaged  with  Mr.  JoUie, 
now  her  husband.     Notwithstanding  of  this,  some 
short  time    hereafter,  the  Pursuer  called  at  Dr. 
MacneiU's  house  one  evening  about  nine  or  ten 
o'clock,  by  which  time  he  had  retired  to  his  bed- 
room, and  by  means  of  threats,  particularly  of  per- 
aonal  injury  to  Mr.  Jollie,  the  Pursuer  prevailed 
on  her  to  accompany  him  to  Edinburgh,  and  he 
conducted  her  to  a  house,  which  she  afterwards 
tinderstood  to  be  that  of  Joseph  Robertson ;  and 
although,  from  the  agitation  of  her  mind  at  the 
*tinie,  she  was  incapable  of  paying  attention  to  what 
then  passed,  she  is  convinced  that  neither  then, 
3ior  at  any  time,  did  she  consent  to  marry  the 
"Pursuer,  or  break  the  engagement  she  had  come 
under  with  Mr.  Jollie. 

Art.  6,  The  Defender  admits  that  the  Pursuer 
accompanied  her  back  from  the  house  of  Joseph 
Robertson  to  Dr.  MacneilFs  House,  where  she 
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1828.      retired  to  her  own  room,  and  the  Pursuer  staid 
^^^)J^    all  night  in  a  separate  room  below ;  but  there  is 
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^*  no  truth  in  his  alle^tion  of  there  having  been 
any  marriage,  or  consummation  of  marriage,  be- 
twixt her  and  the  Defender,  either  then  or  at  any 
other  period . 

Art.  7.    This  article  is  denied. 

The  Commissaries  allowed  the  Respondent  a 
proof  of  the  fourth,  fifth,  and  sixth  articles  of  the 
condescendence,  being  those  relating  to  the  so- 
lemnization of  the  marriage  in  Edinburgh,  super- 
seding consideration  of  the  other  articles,  **  until 
'^  the  proof  now  allowed  shall  be  led  and  con- 
cluded." By  a  subsequent  interlocutor,  on  the 
20th  of  August,  the  Commissaries  allowed  a  proof 
of  the  remaining  articles  of  the  condescendence. 


The  evidence  produced  by  the  parties,  as  it 
finally  appeared  in  the  prints  before  the  House  on 
the  appeal,  was  as  follows : — 

On  the  part  of  the  Respondent  the  proof  was 
professedly  confined  to  the  allegation  in  the  sum- 
mons of  a  regular  marriage  at  Edinburgh;  the 
proof  of  the  allegation  of  the  irregular  marriage  at 
Holytown  having  been  abandoned. 

Charles  Macpherson  deponed,  that  the  Appel- 
lant was  in  the  constant  habit  of  calling  for  the 
Respondent,  and  that  the  behaviour  of  the  par- 
ties led  to  the  general  belief  that  a  courtship  was 
going  on ;  that  her  visits  to  the  Respondent  at  the 
printing  house  were  frequent,  sometimes  twice  or 
three  times  a  week ;  that  she  was  sometimes  ac- 
companied by  her  father,  and  sometimes  alone. 
''  Depones,  that  when  the  Pursuer  came  alone  to 
[^  the  office,  she  sometimes  called  as  late  as  eight 
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*'  or  nine  o'clock  at  nighty  at  other  times  during      1828. 

'*  the  day.    Depones,  that  when  she  called  in 

"  company  with  her  father,  he  does  not  recollect 

*'  of  her  calling  later  than  about  two  or  three 

''  o'clock  in  the  day.    Depones,  that  on  some  of 

**  the  occasions,  the  Pursuer  left  the  office  with 

**  the  Defender  when  she  came  alone,  and  did  not 

**  return  again  to  the  office  that  evening. 

Margaret  Kinlay  deponed,  '*  that  she  remem- 
**  bers  that  the  Defender  once  mentioned  to  the 
•'  Deponent,  that  her  father,  Dr.  Macneill,  wished 
''  to  give  her,  the  Defender's,  hand  to  Malcolm 
*'  Macgregor,  the  Pursuer,  when  they  were  toge- 
"  ther  at  Glasgow,  but,  as  she  said  to  the  Depo- 
"  nent,  she^  the  Defender,  refused  to  marry  him 
"  there,  or  till  they  came  home,  or  something  to 
'*  that  purpose;  but  she,  the  Deponent,  cannot 
**  recollect  her  precise  expressions."    This  wit- 
ness afterwards  mentions,  that  she  was  asked  to 
be  the  bride's  maid.    Miss  Macneill  said,  '*  when 
*'  she  asked  me  to  be  the  bride's  maid,  that  her 
'*  marriage  was  to  be  private,  and  that  it  was  to 
*'  take  place  in  Edinburgh;  that  the  gentleman, 
'^  and  a  friend  of  his,  were  to  come  in  a  coach  to 
^  meet  her  at  the  minister's,  but  she  neither  men- 
'*  lioned  the  intended  husband's  name,  or  his 
*'  friend's,  or  the  minister's,  or  the  name  of  the 
••  place  where  she  was  to  be  married;  she  just 
*'  said  that  the  gentleman  was  to  come  with  his 
^*  friend  in  a  coach,  to  meet  us  at  the  minister's 
**  house  in  Edinburgh."    The  witness  could  not 
Attend;  and  ''  it  was  some  weeks  after  the  time 
**'  fixed  for  the  marriage,  that  I  asked  Miss  Mac- 
**  neill  if  her  marriage  with  Mr.  Macgregor  was 
'^'done;  and  she  answered  me.  No;  and  added. 
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I  am  going  to  marry  a  man  I  like  better,  as  I 
have  before  deponed  to." 
Mrs.  Christian  Macnaughton  being  interrogated 
if  she  ever  knew  of  Dr.  Macneill,  and  the 
Defender  and  Pursuer  going  on  a  jaunt  to  Ste- 
venston,  in  the  west  country,  in  the  month  of 
May  1816?  depones,  and  answers,  yes,  I  heard 
her  speaking  of  it.  Interrogated,  what  she 
said  of  the  journey  ?  deponed,  the  Appellant 
said,  that  when  they  were  in  an  inn  on  the 
journey,  with  the  Respondent,  and  Dr.  Mac- 
neili  had  gone  to  bed,  there  was  only  another 
bed  room  with  two  beds  in  it,  and  the  innkeep- 
er's wife,  or  woman  who  kept  the  inn,  asked 
her  if  she  had  no  objections  to  sleep  in  the  same 
room  with  Mr.  Macgregor?  that  there  were 
no  curtains  on  the  bed,  and  she  objected  to  the 
want  of  them ;  and  said,  if  she  would  hang 
sheets  round  the  beds,  she  would  have  no  ob- 
jections :  that  she  said  that  the  woman  hung 
sheets  round  the  beds,  and  Mr.  Macgregor  and 
the  Defendant  slept  in  the  same  room  in  dif- 
ferent beds  that  night." 
Mr.  Smyth,  writer  to  the  signet,  made  the  fol- 
lowing deposition : — **  I  recollect  him  (the  Re- 
**  spondent)  speaking  to  me,  some  time  after  the 
"  execution  of  Dr.  Macneill's  second  deed  of  set- 
**  tlement,  in  April  1816,  about  his  marriage  with 
'*  the  Defender,  which  was  to  be  at  the  Black 
"  Bull  Inn  that  evening,  at  nine  o'clock,  and  wish- 
"  ingme  to  be  present;  but  I  was  unwell  at  the 
''  time,  and  confined  to  the  house  ;  but  I  said, 
"  Mr.  Court,  my  clerk,  might  go  ;  and  I  think  I 
''  called  Mr.  Court,  and  mentioned  it  to  him,  and 
''  he  said  he  would  go  ;  and  Mr.  Macgregor  said 
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•*  he  would  call  back  at  nine,  but  he  did  not  call      1®*- 

^*  at  the  hour ;  and  some  little  time  thereafter,  1 

"  said  to  Mr.  Court,  you  had  better  go  to  the 

"Black  Bull,  Mr.  Macgregor  may  be  expecting 

^'  you  there;  and  Mr.  Court  went  to  the  Black 

"  Bull ;  and  some  little  distance  of  time  there- 

''  after,  he  called  back  and  told  me  he  could 

"  hearnothing  about  him.     Interrogated,  when 

'' this  took  place?  depones,  and  answers,    this 

''  happened    nearer  the   end  of  May  than  the 

••  beginning  of  it.      Mr.   Smyth  being  interro- 

•*  gated,  if  the  Pursuer  called  upon  the  depo- 

5'  nent,    and  informed   him  that   he  had  been 

**  married  to  the  Defender  in  Edinburgh,   and 

**by    whom?    depones,  and   answers,    yes,  he 

*'  did.     Interrogated,  if  that  was  long  after  the 

**  evening  that  Mr.   Court  went  to  the  Black 

*'  Bull  ?  depones,  and  answers,  it  was  some  dis- 

^*  taQce  of  time  after, — not  so  much  as  a  month, 

V  but  more  than  a  week.     I  think  he  said  they 

••had  been  married  by  Mr.  Robertson." 

The  Respondent  referred,  in  evidence  of  the 
certificate  of  proclamation  of  banns  having  been 
obti^ned,  to  an  extract  from  the  books  of  the 
session  clerk,  of  the  following  tenor : — **  Re- 
•'  gistrate  of  marriage. — Edinburgh,  twenty-first 
*•  day  of  May,  eighteen  hundred  and  sixteen. — 
"  Malcolm  Macgregor,  printer.  Old  Church  Pa- 
*•  rish,  and  Mary  Macneill,  St.  Cuthbert's  Pa- 
*•  rish,  daughter  of  Dr.  James  Macneill,  Edin- 
"  burgh." 

Mr.  Andrew  Masson,  the  son-in-law  of  Mr. 
Wilson,  session  clerk  in  the  city  of  Edinburgh, 
deponed,  *'  That  he  made  the  entry  in  the  day- 
"  book  kept  at  his  father-in-law's,  which  is  now 
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18S8.      '*  exhibited  to  the  deponent,  and  which  is  in  the 
ilt::::^    «  Mowing  terms - 

«cJ;Uo..  "  22d  May,  1816. 

^^  Malcolm  Macgregor,  printer.  Old  Church 
*'  Parish,  and  Mary  Macneill,  St.  Cuthbert's  Pa- 
''  rish,  daughter  of  Dr.  James  Macneill,  Edin- 
**  burgh.  That  the  parties  are  free,  unmarried, 
**  of  legal  age,  and  not  within  the  forbidden  de- 
**  grees,  and  he  has  resided  upwards  of  six  weeks 
**  in  Edinburgh,  is  certified  by  James  Macdonald, 
**  running  stationer,  Edinburgh,  and  Patrick  Neill, 
"  printer,  Edinburgh. 

"  E  (Signed)    •'  Malcolm  Macgregor. 

'<  Js.  Macdonald. 

"  Depones,  that  the  entry  of  the  ahove,  trans- 
"  ferred  into  the  office  day-book,  in  the  following 
**  terms,  also  exhibited  to  the  witness,  is  also  in 
"  the  deponent^s  hand  writing  :-^ 

"  Edinburgh,  22d  May,  1816. 
"  Malcolm  Macgregor,  printer.  Old  Church 
'*  Parish,  and  Mary  Macneill,  St.  Cuthbert's  Pa- 
'*  rish,  daughter  of  Dr.  James  Macneill,  Edin- 
**  burgh.  Certy^  by  James  Macdonald,  run- 
"  ning  stationer,  and  Patrick  Neill,  printer,  Edin- 
**  burgh. 

(Signed)    "  Malcolm  Macgregor. 

"  Jam.  Macdonald/' 

Being  specially  interrogated,  he  depones,  ^*  that 
''  in  no  case  was  it  the  practice  to  transfer  any  of 
"  the  entries  in  the  house  day-book,  kept  at  his 
"  father-in-law's,  to  the  office  day-book,  unless 
**  certificates  had  been  given  out  to  the  parties/' 
Then  adding  a  qualification,  which  does  not  ap- 
ply to  the  present  case,  he  proceeds,  '*  that  be  is 
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*^  quite  certain,  that,  with  the  exception  now      18^. 

*^  mentioned  J  certificates  were  issued  in  all  cases 

*'  where  the  entries  appear  to  have  been  trans- 

*'  ferred.    The  deponent  being  now  shown  the 

'*  copper-plate  form  of  proclamation  of  banns 

'^  in  process,  depones,  that  it  is  the  form  of  cer- 

*'  tificate  in  use  to  be  given  out  by  the  session 

*'  clerk  in  the  year  1816,  and  the  same  is  marked 

^'  by  the  Commissary  Examinator,  and  deponent, 

**  as  relative  hereto." 

The  copper-plate  form  of  certificate  referred  to, 
runs  in  the  following  terms : — 
''  Marriage.  Edinburgh,  181 

*'  That  the  parties  are  free,  unmarried,  of  legal 
*'  age,  and  not  within  the  forbidden  degrees,  and 
''  resided  in  Edinburgh  upwards  of  six 

*'  weeks  preceding  the  proclamation  of  banns,  is 
'<  certified  to  me,  for  which  I  shall  be  answerable. 
*^  And  are  orderly  proclaimed  in  several  churches 
"  in  this  city,  in  order  to  marriage,  and  no  ob- 
'*  jections  made  why  the  same  may  not  be  solem-> 

"  nized,  is  certified  by " 

He  depones  ^'  that  the  entries  in  the  oflSce  day- 
"  book  were  transferred  into  a  folio  book  in  the 
'<  office,  called  the  registrate  of  marriage ;"  and 
upon  the  interrogation  of  the  Appellant,  he  re-* 
peats  his  conviction,  that  a  certificate  of  procla- 
mation of  banns  must  have  been  granted,  in  the 
present  case,  and  the  grounds  upon  which  that 
^sonviction  rests. 

Robert  Bow,  the  present  session  clerk,  being 
interrogated  as  to  the  extract  from  the  register  of 
marriages,  being  dated  21st  of  May,  1821,  when 
:|t  is  entered  in  the  day-book  of  date  22d  May  ? 
^'  depones  and  answers^  it  must  be  a  mere  mis- 
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1^8.'  '*  take  of  mine  in  transferring  the  entry  from  the 
*'  day-book  to  the  register,  and  the  date  22nd 
'*  being  placed  below  instead  of  above.  Inter- 
**  rogated,  if  he  is  satisfied  from  the  evidence  of 
''  the  entries  appearing  in  the  different  books 
"  above  deponed  to,  that  a  certificate  of  procla- 
''  mation  of  banns  must  have  been  given  out  at 
"  that  time  in  the  form  above  deponed  to?  de- 
'*  pones  and  answers,  1  have  no  doubt  of  it. 
"  Interrogated,  if  the  entry  in  the  register,  above 
**  deposed  to,  shews  the  date  of  the  certificate  of 
*^  proclamation  being  issued  by  the  session  clerk, 
"  or  if  it  shews  the  date  of  the  celebration  of  the 
*'  marriage  ?  depones  and  answers,  it  shews  the 
'*  date  of  which  the  lines  were  got  out,  but  not 
"  the  date  of  the  marriage." 

The  Reverend  Dr.  Macknight  depones,  "  That 
''he  is  one  of  the  ministers  of  Edinburgh,  and 
''  has  been  so  for  nineteen  years  past.    Depones 
'*  that  he  has  officiated  as  clerk  to  the  presbyter 
"  of  Edinburgh  for  thirty  years  past.    Depones,.^  -i 

'*  that  the  old  regulations  in  regard  to  the  pro 

"  clamation  of  banns  were  not  strictly  attended^E^ 
"  to  at  and  previous  to  the  year  1816.  Inter- 
"  rogated,  whether  at  and  previous  to  the 
*'  1816,  the  deponent,  as  a  clergyman  of  the  cit 
*'  of  Edinburgh,  would  have  celebrated  a  mar- 
*'  riage  betwixt  a  gentleman  residing  within  th( 
"  city  and  a  lady  residing  in  the  parish  of  St*-^  • 
"  Cuthbert's,  on  the  production  of  the  certificate^^ 
**  of  the  proclamation  of  banns  then  in  use  by  th( 
"  session  clerk  of  the  city  of  Edinburgh,  without 
his  requiring  also  a  certificate  of  a  similar  na- 
ture frofn  the  session  clerk  of  the  parish  of  St. 
"  Cuthbert's  ?    depones  and  answers,  I  always 
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•*  disapproved  of  the  practice,  but  found  it  so  1828. 
^'  common  that  I  certainly  did  celebrate  marriages 
'<  on  such  certificates  of  proclamation  from  one  of 
'^  the  parties  only ;  and  that,  in  consequence,  I 
**  was  anxious  to  obtain  that  alteration  in  the  form 
**  of  proclamation  which  has  since  been  adopted 
**  by  the  presbytery,  a  copy  of  which  is  now 
**  shewn  to  me."  And  "The  copper-plate  en- 
g^ving  of  the  certificate  of  proclamation  of 
ban^s  in  use  to  be  issued  by  the  session  clerk 
•*  of  the  city  of  Edinburgh,  in  the  year  1816,  and 
'^referred  to  in  the  depositions  of  Robert  Bow 
<<  and  Andrew  Masson,  being  shewn  to  the  de- 
''  ponent,  and  also  the  entry  of  the  attestation 
for  a  certificate  of  proclamation  of  banns,  in 
order  to  marriage  betwixt  the  parties,  of  date 
the  22nd  May,  18 IG,  contained  in  the  house 
day-book  kept  by  Adam  Wilson,  referred  to  in 
^*  the  deposition  of  Andrew  Masson,  being  also 
*'  now  shewn  to  the  deponent,  and  interrogated, 
**  whether,  if  the  copper-plate  form  of  this  certi- 
'*  ficate  had  been  regularly  filled  up  in  confor- 
**  mity  to  the  entry  contained  in  the  day-book, 
''  and  duly  signed  by  the  session  clerk,  the  depo- 
*^.nent  would,  on  such  certificate  of  proclamation 
^*  of  banns,  have  celebrated  the  marriage  betwixt 
**  the  parties  ?  depones  and  answers,  most  un- 
*•  doubtedly  I  would ;  it  was  what  was  done  every 
*•  day,  by  which  I  mean  very  commonly." 

Mr.  Bow,  the  session  clerk,  depones,  ''That  in 

'^^  181 G  it  was  the  practice  for  clergymen  to  consider 

"  the  parish  of  St.  Cuthbert's,  and  the  parishes  in 

•**  the  city  of  Edinburgh,  as  the  same,  and  to  mar- 

•*  ry  parties  upon  single  lines  from  cither  parish." 

Mrs.  Margaret  Robertson,  the  wife  of  the  Re- 
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1828.      verend  Joseph  Robertson,  by  whom  the  ceremon 

^J^J^JJ^^j^    was  performed,  depones,  that  her  husband  **  kep 

^  «  !'    -    "a  book,  in  which,  so  far  as  I  know,  he  generall 

''  recorded  the  marriages  celebrated  by  him ;  an 

being  shewn  a  book  produced  by  the  Pursue 

and  now    subscribed  by  the  deponent^  an 

Judge-Examinator,  as  relative  hereto,  whic 

'*  commences  on  the  1st  of  January,  1814,  and  aj 
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"  pears  to  end  upon  the  26th  of  November,  181 
''  and  the  deponent  being  interrogated,  wheth 
*'  that  is  the  book  so  kept  by  her  husband, 
^*  by  whose  hand  it  is  written  ?  depones, 
^'  answers,  it  is  the  book  that  was  kept  by  m 
*'  husband,  and  is  wrote  by  him.    And 
particularly  desired  to  look  at  the  entry  in  th 
book,  under  the  date  of  twenty-third  Ma 
''  eighteen  hundred  and  sixteen,  *  married  M 

*  colm  Macgregor,  printer.  Old  Church  Paris 

*  and  Mary  Macneill,  St.  Cuthbert's  Parish 
'  daughter  of  Dr.  James  Macneill,  Leith  Walk 
'  Town  Lines;*  and  interrogated,  if  that  ent 
is  in  the  handwriting  of  her  husband  ?  depones 

"  and  answers,  yes.  .  Interrogated,   were  yot^- 
present  at  this  marriage?  depones,  and  iansweri^' 
yes.    And  again  being  interrogated,   do  yoo^ 
perfectly  recollect  that  there  was  a  marriage  in. 
your  house,  and  celebrated  in  your  presence 
*^  by  your  husband,  upon  the  23d  of  May  1816» 
''  as  specified  in  the  book  ?  depones,  and  answers,. 
I  recollect  of  it  being,  but  I  cannot  recollect 
the  precise  date.    Interrogated,  about  what 
''  hour  did  the  marriage  to  which  you  allude 
'*  take  place?    depones,  and  answers,  between. 
''  nine  and  ten  o'clock  in  the  evening  I  think;  I 
<<  cannot  be  certain.    Interrogated^  did  you  see 
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••any  marriage  lines  produced?  depones,  and  '^^^ 
<«  answers,  I  know  that  they  brought  lines  with  macnbili. 
^  them;  I  saw  them  in  my  husband's  hands,  either 
^  when  he  was  celebrating  the  marriage,  or  be- 
''  fore  or  after  the  celebration.  He  generally 
^^  held  the  lines  in  his  hand  while  he  was  cele- 
^*  brating  marriages.  Interrogated,  did  you  your- 
**  self  read  the  paper  that  you  call  lines  ?  depones, 
''  and  answers,  I  really  think  I  did,  I  believe  I 
^'  did."  Her  deposition  closes  as  follows :  ''  Re- 
*'  interrogated  for  the  Pursuer,  did  the  parties  in 
'*  the  marriage  to  which  you  allude  conduct 
^themselves  in  the  ceremony,  in  the  same  man- 
*'  ner  as  parties  do  on  similar  occasions,  or  did 
**  you  observe  any  thing  particular  ?  depones, 
^  and  answers,  they  behaved  just  in  the  usual 
*'  manner ;  I  did  not  observe  any  thing  particu- 
'•  lar.— Re-interrogated  for  the  Defender,  was  it 
your  husband's  practice  to  put  questions  to  the 
parties  when  he  performed  the  ceremony  ?  de- 
pones, and  answers.  It  was  his  practice  to  ask 
parties  if  they  were  willing.  Interrogated  by 
''  the  Court,  have  you  any  doubt  he  did  so  upon 
''  the  occasion  to  which  you  allude  ?  depones, 
"and  answers,  none  whatever."* 

Mary  Robertson,  the  daughter  of  the  former 
witness,  being   interrogated,    ''  do  you    know 

*  Thu  witness  did  not  recognise  the  Appellant  when  pointed 
oat  to  her  upon  the  examination;  and  as  to  Macgregor,  she 
admitted  that  she  had  never  seen  him  before  the  ceremony ;  and 
being  mnch  pressed,  as  to  how  she  could  recoUect  so  well  his 
identity,  answered,  **  Indeed,  I  know  very  little  about  it;  I 
**  am  80  unwell  to  day,  I  am  unable  to  answer  questions.''  '*  I 
**  reoollect  his  face,  I  cannot  be  more  particular."  She  also 
stated,  that  she  believed  there  was  a  lighted  candle  in  the  room 
when  the  ceremony  was  performed. 
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1828.  <<  the  Defender  I  depones,  and  answers,  1  have 
"  known  her  by  sight  for  several  years,  but  I 
'*  never  spoke .  to  her.  And  being  she!wn  the 
'^  book  produced  during  the  examination  of.  the 
'V  preceding  witness,  and  interrogated,  depones/ 
'^  that  for.  more  than  fourteen  years  past  her 
*^  father  recorded  the  marriages  he  celebrate  ?• 
'f  and  the  book  produced,  which  she  has  now  seen 
^'  and  examine,  is  of  her  fiather's  handwriting. 
'*  Interrogated,  depones,  that  the  entry  uuider 
*'  date  the  23d  of  May  1816,  •  married  Malcolm 
'?  '  Macgregor,  printer.  Old  Church  Parish,  and 
'^  '  Mary  Macneill,  St.  Cuthbert's  Parish,  daugh- 
''  '  ter  of  Dr.  James  Macneill,  Leith  Walk.— 
'*  *  Town  lines,'  is  of  her  father's  handwriting. 
''  Interrogated,  depones,  that  the  deponent  was 
''  present  at  this  marriage.  Interrogated,  do 
''  you  know  the  Pursuer,  Malcolm  Macgregor,  now 
*5  in  Court?  depones  and  answers,  yes;  I  recollect 
' '  the  face ;  he  was  one  of  the  parties  then  married ; 
*.*  I  did  not  know  him  before  the  marriage,  nor  have^ 
*  *  I  been  acquainted  with  him  since.  Interr<^ated, 
*f  what  hour  did  the  marriage  take  place  ?  depones, 
*f  and  answers,  late  in  the  evening  before  supper. 
Interrogated,  was  there  any  candle  lighted?  de- 
pones and  answers.  No ;  I  think  there  was  not, 
**  I  cannot  recollect  that  there  was  any.  Interro- 
"  gated,  did  you  see  any  marriage  lines  ?  depones, 
"  and  answers,  I  did  not  see  any  lines,  but  I 
'V asked  my  father  if  there  were  lines;  he  an- 
'*  swered  me,  that  the  Pursuer  had  town  lines.  I 
"  put  this  question  before  the  ceremony  was  per- 
**  formed ;  1  had  not  been  present  at  any  mar- 
\[  riages  for  several  years  before,  and  had  some 
''  delicacy  about  attending  as  a  witness,  which 
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led  me  to  put  the  question.''  She  also  depones,  ^^28. 
that  the  deponent  had  often  before  been  pre^ 
V.  sent  at  the  celebration  of  marriages,  and  the 
''marriage  in  question  was  celebrated  in  the 
'•  usual  manner,  and  solemnly  and  deliberately." 
The  entry  in  the  record  of  the  marriages  kept 
by.  Mr.  Robertson,  was  in  the  following  terms : 
**  Twenty-third  May,  eighteen  hundred  and  six- 
''  teen, — Married  Malcolm  Macgregor,  printer, 
•f  Old  Church  Parish,  and  Mary  Macneill,  St. 
«<  Cuthbert's  Parish,  daughter  of  Dr.  James  Mac- 
f •  neill,  Leith  Walk.— Town  lines." 
•  The  Judge-Examinator  certifies,  ''  that  he  has 
'f  examined  the  volume  of  the  record  of  marriages 
**  produced :  that  it  appears  to  contain  upwards  of 
''  one  thousand  different  entries  of  marriages 
therein  recorded,  in  regular  order  of  date,  with 
the  exception  of  fifty-three,  which  are  entered 
separately  upon  five  leaves  at  the  end  of  the 
book,  in  writing  which,  the  pages  are  reversed, 
''  and  which  are  marked  as  omitted  in  their  place." 
He  also  certifies,  '^  that  the  fifty- three  marriages 
*'  recorded  as  omitted  in  their  proper  places,  are 
''  in  other  respects,  regularly  entered,  and  that 
"the  marriage  now  in  question  is  not  one  of 
^'  those,  but  appears  to  be  regularly  entered,  at 
"  the  time  of  celebration,  in  its  proper  place." 
'  The  certificate  granted  by  the  minister,  is  in 
the  following  terms :  '*  Edinr.  Carrubber's  Close, 
*^  May  29,  1816,— These  are  to  certify,  that  Mr.- 
'/.Malcolm  Macgregor,  printer,  and  Miss  Mary 

V  Macneill,    after    producing   regular    marriage 

V  lines  from  the  sessions  clerks  of  the  city,  were 
*/  married,  before  witnesses,  by  me, 
i.  .    .  "  Joseph  Robertson,  Minister."' 
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1^^*      <  Janet  Nicholson  depones^ ''  In  springs  last  year, 
^  I  drank  tea  at  the  house  of  Archibald  Mac- 
9.         «<  naughton,  type  founder,  in  St.  Patrick  Square; 
^*  in  company  with  Mr.  and  Mrs«  Macnaughton, 
^'  and  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Joliie,  that  is»  Mary  Black; 
they  call  her  Mrs.  Joltie ;  there  was  no  other 
person  present  but  myself.    I  cannot  recollect 
the  precise  time  of  the  year.    I  was  sent  for 
by  the  Defender,  and  I  went  home  from  that 
^'  company  between  eight  and  nine  at  night,  and 
it  was  good  day-light  when  1  went  home.    In- 
^*  terrogated,  was  there  any  conversation  about 
^  the  Defender's  marriage  in  that  company  ?  de- 
^  pones  and  answers,  the  Defender,  with  whom  I 
^'  had  been  intimate,  said  to  me,  in  presence  of 
^^  the  company  I  have  mentioned,  that  she  had 
^'  been  married  to  Mr.  Macgregor,  but  she  could 
*'  by  no  means  think  of  living  with  him,  and  that 
^^  she  preferred  Mr.  JoUie,  and  that  she  would  lay 
**  down  her  life  for  him.    I  do  not  recollect  all 
^'  she  said,  nor  the  precise  words.    Interrogated, 
^'  depones,  she  asked  me  if  I  was  married  to  Mr. 
**  Macgregor,  and  said  I  ought  to  have  sent  her 
'^  livery,  that  is,  wedding  favours.  I  answered  iier 
'^  that  she  was  married  to  him,  and  that  she  should 
**  have  sent  livery  first  to  me.    I  was  urged  to 
''  confess  that  I  had  been  married  to  Mr*  Mac- 
^  gregor.     I  never  made  any  confession  to  Mary 
^*  Black  or  Mr.  Jollie  that  I  had  been  married  to 
^^  him.    Depones,  Mary  Black,  in  this  company 
^  at  tea,  said  that  she  had  been  married  to  Mr. 
Macgregor  by  the  Reverend  Joseph  Robertson. 
I  asked  her  if  she  had  lines  ?  die  answered. 
What  do  I  know  ?  She  Mary  Black  mentioned; 
''  that  Mr.  Robertson  had  aaid;  when  he  married 
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''  them,  how  does  such  an  old  man  get  such  a      1828. 

^'  young  wife  ?  or  something  of  that  nature."  i!2l^ 

■'    *'  Interrogated,  if  the  Defender  ever  said  any         ^' 

^*  thing  to  the  deponent  respecting  what  she  had 

"  done  with  the  marriage  lines  ?   depones  and 

•'  answers,  I  don't  recollect  exactly  what  she  said 

''about  the  marriage  lines;    I  think  she  said 

''  something  about  giving  them  to  Mr.  Jollie,  or 

*'  something  about  Mr.  Jollie  having  burned  them. 

"  Mr.  Jollie  told  me  himself  that  he  had  gone  to 

^'  Mr.  Macgtegor  about  the  marriage  lines  before 

''  he  had  married  the  Defender."     A  question 

being  put  to  this  witness  as  to  her  having  several 

iliitural  children  by  the  Respondent,  she  declined 

to  answer.* 

Mrs.  Macnaughton  depones,  that  (in  spring 
1818)  ''  she  was  sent  for  by  the  Defender.  There 
^'  was  a  deal  of  conversation  betwixt  Janet  Mi- 
'*  cholson  and  Mary  Black,  she  having  wished 
''  Janet  Nicholson  much  joy,  to  which  Janet  Ni- 

*  This  witnees  also  gave  the  same  evideDce  as  Mr.  and  Mrs. 
MwiHaxghton,  as  to  the  allegation  of  Maiy  Macneill  respecting 
the  pretence  by  which  she  was  induced  to  leave  home,  and  the 
threats  by  which  Macgregor  prevailed  on  her  to  go  to  Mn 
Robertson's  for  the  purpose  of  being  married.  She  deposed 
ibo  to  the  expression  of  the  Appellant,  <<  What  will  two  or 
fhite  words  of  an  outlawed  man  do  ?  "  She  deposed  farther, 
tlMKfc  the  next  day  after  this  conversation,  she  went  to  the  Re- 
spondent's printing  office  with  Dr.  Macneill,  who  told  him  that 
Jollie  was  a  better  marriage  for  Mary,  and  that  he  would  not 
Consent  to  the  Respondent's  marriage  with  her:  that  the  Appel- 
lant afterwards  met  the  Respondent  by  his  appointment,  and  in 
oompatiy  with  Jollie,  when  Jollie  asked  him  if  there  was  anything 
between  him  and  the  Appellant  but  the  marriage  lines  of 
Joseph  Robertson,  to  which  he  answered  that  there  was  not,  and 
b6  desired  the  Appellant  to  take  and  bum  them,  and  wished  her 
and  Jollie  all  happiness. 
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1828.  ''  cholson  returned  some  answer,  but  I  am  not  t^ef'^ 
]j^^]J^j^  "  tain  what  it  was.  Mary  Black  began  and  told 
V*  '*  Janet  Nicholson  about  her  havins:  been  before 
^*  Mr.  Joseph  Robertson ;  but  how  it  began/I  do 
''not  recollect  exactly.  That  she  described  her* 
''  self  as  being  induced  to  leave  her  father's  house 
"  that  evening,  by  the  pretence  that  her  presence 
''  was  necessary  to  settle  some  business  with  a 
''Mr.  Bridges.  She  said  she  did  not  know 
"  where  she  was  when  she  went  into  Mr.  Joseph 
"  Robertson's;  and  she  said  that  Mr.  Macgregor 
"  had  used  threats  to  induce  her  to  go  to  Mr. 
"  Robertson's,  and  said  at  the  foot  of  the  stair, 
"  that  he  would  bum  her  deeds  if  she  did  not  go, 
"  which  deeds  of  her  property,  Mr.  Macgregor, 
"  she  said,  had  keeping  at  that  time.*  That  she 
"  said  Mr.  Macgregor  said  he  would  employ  one 
"  Macdonald,  Esq.  to  stab  Mr.  Joltie,  if  she  did 
"  not  go  to  Mr.  Robertson's,  and  that  Mr.  Mac* 
"  gregor  would  go  to  London." 

Mr.  Macnaughton  depones,  "  that  the  Defender 
"  said  that  Mr.  Macgregor  took  out  his  pocket- 
"  book,  and  gave  him  either  a  note  or  marriage 
"  lines,  she  could  not  say  which,  and  he  made  no 
"  objections  to  perform  the  ceremony."  Janet 
Nicholson  deponed,  that  "  she  said  that  that  mar- 
"  riage  was  not  binding:  what  the  devil  signified 
"  two  or  three  words  of  a  minister  ?"  Mrs.  Mac- 
naughton interrogated,  "  if  she  ever  heard  Mary 
"  Black,  the  Defender,  say  any  thing  about  her 

*  This  allegation  refers  to  a  matter  which  was  ia  evideoee 
upon  the  additional  proof,  that  in  April  I8I6  deeds  were  pre- 
pared under  the  direction  of.  Macgregor,  and  executed  by 
Dr.  Macneill,  by  which. lie  gave  his  property  to  the  Appellant 
and  the  deeds  were  left  in  the  custody  of,  the  Respondent*    « 
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marriage  not  being  binding  with  Mr,  Macgregor  ?     J-^- 

depones  and  answers,  O  yes,  she  said  that 
'^  night  that  it  was  not  binding;  she  said,  what 
*•  will  two  or  three  words  of  an  outlawed  man 
**  do?"  Mr.  Macnaughton  deponed,  "  when  Ja- 
*^  net  Nicholson  came  in,  Mary  Black,  the  De- 
*' fender,  addressed  her  as  having  been  married ; 
*'  to  which  Janet  Nicholson  said,  that  she  was 
^'  married  herself  to  the  person  she  mentioned, 
•'which  was  Mr.  Macgregor.  Interrogated,  if 
^*  lie  ever  heard  the  Defender  say  any  thing  about 
^  the  marriage  not  being  binding  ?  depones  and 
*•  answers,  yes,  I  have  heard  her  say  it  was  not 
*'  binding,  on  account  of  Mr.  Robertson  being 
*•  afterwards  under  sentence  of  banishment  by 
**  the  Court  of  Justiciary  for  forging  lines ." 

William  Allan  deponed,  *'  that  the  Pursuer  was 
*•  in  the  habit  of  sleeping  in  Dr.  Macneill's  house 
'•  all  night,  at  different  times  during  the  period  of 
**  the  deponent  being  there;"  though,  upon  being 
interrogated,  ''  whether,  upon  that  oaUi,  he  had 
^*  ever  seen  the  parties  in  bed  together  ?  depones 
^  and  answers,  I  never  did  see  them  in  bed  toge- 
'ther,  nor  does  it  consist  with  my  knowledge 

that  they  ever  were  so." 

Mr.  White,  lapidary,  depones,  that  in  June 
1816,  f.  e.  immediately  after  the  marriage,  ''the 
*•  Pursuer,  with  whom  he  has  been  long  acquain- 
''  ted,  came  to  the  deponent's  shop,  and  got  three 
^'  gcid  rings,  and  a  brooch  of  Ayrshire  jasper 
"  which  he  had  bespoke,  and  for  which  he  paid 
**  the  deponent.  Depones,  that  he  was  accom- 
^'  panied  by  the  Defender  and  Dr.  Macneill."  He 
'^  also  depones,  that  while  the  rings  were  making 
"  the  JDefender  tried  a  ring  upon  her  finger,  to  see 
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1^8*  ^  if  it  would  suit ;  she  cimt  to  my  ^hop  with  t)ie 
^J^J^J^  *'  Pursuer  when  she  tried  it/*  And  hp  concludes 
*"'  ..  as  follows:  '' Depones^  about  the  month  of  June 
''  I  made  a  gold  brooch  of  a  Brazil  stone,  by  Mr^ 
^^  Macgregor's  order,  and,  as  he  said,  for  die 
''  Defender.  Interrogated,  depones,  I  also  fi^r^ 
"  nished,  by  Mr.  Macgregor*s  orders*  a  sjtone  fop 
^*  the  head  of  a  cane,  which  he  said  he  wa^  to 
''  present  to  Dr.  MacneUl.  Interrogated,  depones^ 
''  and  answers,  wbai  the  ja^sper  brooch  was 
^Vdeiivered,  Dr.  Maciieill  bemg  much  fatigued, 
''  was  in  my  room  willi  Mr.  Macgregor.  He  said 
^  to  Mr.  Macgregor,  *  this  will  cost  a  deal  of 

^  money,  but  it  does  not  signify ;  it  will  be  all 
yours.'  Interrogated,  depones^  and  answ^rs^ 
**  there  was  a  glass  of  rum  handed  on  thi9  ocea* 
^  sion.  The  Defender  was  also  in  the  room.  I 
**  drank  to  her,  saying,  '  Mrs.  Macgregor,  y^ur 
*' '  health ;'  she  said  nothing,  but  she  also  drank 
"tome.'' 

Mr.  Neill,  printer  in  Edinburgh,  depones^  "that 
"  he  is  acquainted  with  the  parties  in  this  ca^se, 
"  and  was  also  acquainted  with  the  late  Dr. 
"  neill  c^  Stevenston.  Depones,  that  he 
^'  on  the  business  of  printing  in  Edinburgh,  and 
"  that  the  Pursuer  has  wrought  with  him  and  his 
"  father  as  printer  for  upwards  of  twenty  years. 
"  Depones  that  he  has  frequently  seen  Dr. 
"  Macneill  and  the  Defender  calling  fpr  the  Pur^ 
"  suer  at  his  printing  office.  Interrogs^ted,  de-» 
"  pones,  that  he  recollects,  in  the  summer  o€ 
"1816,  calling  at  Dr.  Macneill's  house  in  com* 
"  pany  with  the  Pursuer,  who  had  previously  in- 
**  formed  him  of  his  marriage  with  the  Defender* 

Depones^  that  uppn  his  return  from  iEogla^d/ 
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"^  in  the  beginning  of  the  month  of  Jane  that  1^38. 
^  year>  he  was  informed  by  the  Pursuer  of  his  itOTiwu. 
^'  marriage  to  Miss  Macneill,  and  the  Pursuer  *- 
^requested  the  deponent,  that  in  consequence 
^^  of  his  being  so,  he,  the  deponent,  would  call 
^  upon  her  at  her  father*s  in  Leith  Walk,  in  com- 
^  pany  with  him :  that  the  deponent  begged  that 
^'  he  would  allow  him  to  delay  his  call  till  after 
^  the  rising  of  the  session,  in  consequence  of  the 
great  press  of  business  at  the  time;  and  he 
accordingly  delayed  calling  for  a  day  or  two 
after  the  rising  of  the  session  in  July,  when  he 
^'  called  with  the  Pursuer,  as  deponed  to«  De- 
^  pones,  that  they  were  cordially  received  by  the 
*^  Defender,  and  the  deponent  recollects  of  her 
^  flhaking  him,  the  deponent,  by  the  hand,  when 
««  she  received  them.  Depones,  that  he  recollects 
her  going  for  her  father.  Dr.  Macneill ;  and  the 
deponent  recollects,  upon  the  doctor's  coming 
into  the  room,  that  he  went  up  to  the  Pursuer 
**  and  took  one  of  the  Pursuer's  hands  in  both  of 
^'his,  shaking  hands  with  him  in  a  fondling 
f '  manner,  and  upon  the  Pursuer  mentioning  the 
^  deponent's  name  to  him,  the  doctor  politely 
''  came  up  to  the  deponent  and  shook  hands,  and 
<«  conversed  kindly  with  him.  Depones,  that  the 
**  conversation  was  very  general,  and  that  there 
^*  was  nothing  said,  as  fax  as  he  recollects,  about 
**  the  marriage  of  the  parties,  but  he  recollects 
*^  of  inviting  Dr.  Macneill  and  the  parties  to 
^^'come  to  his  house,  and  that  the  invitation  was 
*^  accepted  by  them.  Interrogated,  depones,  that 
^^  he  recollects  of  some  spirits  and  water  being 
^'  brought  into  the  room  before  his  coming  away. 
'^'Interrogated^  whether  any  healths  were  drank 
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1828.  "upon  the  occasion?  depones,  and  answers,  I 
**  most  distinctly  recollect  of  drinking  the  de- 
"  fender's  health^by  the  name  of  Mrs.  Macgregor, 
"it  was  the  only  opportunity  I  had  of  shewing 
"  what  was  the  object  of  my  visit,  which  was  to 
"  visit  them  as  a  new-married  couple,  land  I 
"therefore  most  distinctly  recollect  it;  there 
"  was  nothing  particularly  marked  in  my  way  of 
"  drinking  her  health,  further  than  that  I  distinctly 
"  called  her  Mrs.  Macgregor,  and  drank  to  her 
"by  that  name.  Depones,  that  she  returned  the 
"  salutation,  and  drank  the  deponent's  health." 

Janet  Stove,  after  mentioning  that  she  recol- 
lects the  celebration  of  the  marriage  between  the 
Appellant  and   Mr.  JoUie,  depones,  '  That  she 
"  recollects  being  employed  in  assisting  in  the 
**  doctor's  house  on  an  afternoon  some  time  after 
"this  period,  and  seeing  Dr.  Macneill  and  the 
"  Pursuer  and.  Defender  come  into  the  house 
"  together,  from  Edinburgh,   and  go  into  the 
"  dining  room,  which  is  down  stairs,  and  that 
"  she  recollects  of  Mr.  JoUie  calling  at  the  house 
"  while  they  were  in  the  dining  room.     Depones^ 
"  that  she  opened  the  door. to  him,  and  that>he 
"walked  up  stairs,  but  whether. he  previously 
^'  took  off  his  shoes  or  not  she  cannot  positively 
"  say,  but  that  she  thinks  he  did.     Depones,  that 
"she  is  certain  he  did  not  go.  into  the  room 
"  where  Dr.  Macneill  and  the  parties  were,  but 
"  went  up  stairs,  as  deponed  to ;  that  she  does  not 
"  know  how  long  be  remained  in  the  house,  as  she 
"  did  not  see  him  again.     Interrogated,  depones; 
"  that  she  recollects  of  going  into  the  -dining^ 
"  room,  soon,  after  Dr.  Macneill  and  the  parties 
''  had  gone  into  it^  to  inform  them  that  the  kettle 
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•*  was  ready  for  tea,  and  that  she  recollects  of  18K; 
^  addressing  the  Defender  by  the  name  of  Mrs. 
'*  JoUie ;  that  the  Defender  seemed  very  much 
''  offended  at  the  deponent  for  doing  so,  and  ex- 
claimed, in  an  angry  tone,  'Mrs.  Devil:'  that 
nothing  more  passed  at  the  moment,  and  the 
^'deponent  left  the  room.  Interrogated,  de- 
pones, that  a  little  after  the  Defender  came 
into  the  kitchen,  where  the  deponent  was,  for 
''  the  tea  kettle,  and  took  it  herself  into  the  di- 
''ning  room.  Depones,  that  she  said  nothing 
to  the  deponent,  nor  she  to  her,  as  to  what 
'passed  in  the  dining  room,  either  when  she 
"came  into  the  kitchen  or  any  time  after,  De- 
««•  pones,  that  she  recollects  the  Pursuer  coming 
"•out  of  the  dining  room,  on  the  evening  deponed 
^*-  to,  some  time  after  the  deponent  had  left  it ; 
'''and  that  he  went  up  stairs,  and  called  up  Mar- 
"  garet  Craig,  the  housekeeper,  and  the  depo- 
-"'nent,  and  asked  them,  whether  it  was  possible 
"  that  the  Defender  was  married  to  Mr.  Jbllie  ? 
"  Interrogated,  what  answer  they  made  to  him? 
"  depones,  and  answers,  Margaret  Craig  told  him 
"  that  it  was  not  only  possible  that  they  were  mar- 
"Tied,  but  that  it  was  proveable,  for  that  she 
"'  herself  had  been  present  on  the  occasion.  De- 
"  pones,  that  the  Pursuer  seemed  very  sorry,  after 
"  receiving  this  information,  and  she  recollects 
"  his  repeating  the  words,  was  it  possible  ?" 

It  was  alleged,  but  not  proved,  on  the  part  of 
the  Respondent,  to  account  for  the  absence  of 
Dr.  Macneill  from  the  second  marriage  at  Edin- 
burgh, that  he  was  debilitated  both  in  mind  and 
body  by  a  habit  of  drinking;  and  it  was  said 
tiiat  the  fact  of  his  incapacity  had  been  found 
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1828.      by  the  verdict  of  a  jury,  upon  issues  directed 
"^""^     in  an  action  of  reduction;  but  the  proof  was  not 
brought  forward  in  this  cause. 


MACNIILL 
V. 
MACGBIOOB. 


For  the  Appellant,  the  following  evidence  was 
produced  in  the  Appeal,  and  relied  on : — 

Dr.  Robertson,  after  sts^ting  that  he  knew  Dr. 
Macneill  by  sight,  proceeds: — **  Interrogated,  if 
*'  he  was  applied  to  in  June  1816  to  coine  to 
''  Dr.  Macneiirs  house  to  marry  Dr.  Macneill's 
*'  daughter  to  Mr.  Jollie,  and  what  answer  he 
''  made?  Depones  and  answers,  I  was  applied 
''  to ;  and  I  answered  that  it  was  not  convenient  to 
''  go  to  Dr.  Macneill's  house ;  but  if  they  would 
''  come  to  my  house  in  the  evening,  I  would  see 
''  them  there.  Mr.  Jollie  was  the  person  who 
''  applied  to  me  at  this  time,  and  he  shewed  to 
'*  me  then  a  certificate  of  proclamation  of  bamis,  in 
*'  the  usual  form,  otherwise  I  would  not  have  in- 
'*  vited  them  to  my  house.  Interrogated,  if  the 
**  parties  came  to  the  deponent's  house  in  a  coach, 
^'  at  the  time  appointed?  .Depones  and  answers, 
'*  yes ;  they  came  about  half  past  seveathat.even^ 
''  ing,  which  I  think  was  the  13th  of  June,  1816. 
**  Interrogated,  Who  were  the  parties  that  came  in 
''  the  coach?  Depones  and  answers,  I  was  staiul-. 
''  ing  at  my  own  window  when  the  coach  arrived^ 
''  and  Mr.  Jollie  was  the  first  person  who  stept 
''  out  of  it:  he  then  handed  out  Dr.  Macneill,  and 
'Vwas  followed  by  Miss  Macneill,  and  some  of 
'Vthe  domestics;  and  the  witness  added.  Dr. 
*'  Macneill  walked  up  the  first  flight  of  steps, 
'^  amounting  to  ten,  in  my  sight,  with  his  arm  in 
''  Mr.  Jollie's,  without  any  apparent  difficulty; 
'^  and  when  they  were  all  assembled  in  the  diniiijgr 
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**  room,  Mrs.  Robertson  came  and  told  me,  and  I  1828. 
^*  went  in  to  them.  Interrogated,  if  Dr.  Macneill 
'*  made  any  observation  previous  to  the  marriage  ^^^^J 
"  ceremony,  and  what  it  was  ?  Depones  and 
*^  answers,  I  found  them  seated ;  he  immediately 
•*  rose  slowly,  and  hoped  I  would  excuse  an  old 
man,  who,  by  reason  of  some  infirmities,  was 
unable  to  rise  so  readily,  and  make  so  polite  a  bow 
'•  as  he  was  accustomed  to  do  in  his  younger  days. 
*•  Interrogated,  What  then  took  place?  Depones 
^'  and  answers,  I  requested  him  to  be  again  seated ; 
**  he  replied — No  ;  I  have  come  to  give  away  my 
^*  daughter  to  Mr.  Jollie,  and  I  must  do  so  in  the 
^  usual  manner ;  on  which  he  stepped  forward, 
^  took  her  by  the  hand,  and  placed  her  near 
Mr.  Jollie.  Immediately  thereafter  I  offered 
up  a  prayer,  gave  the  parties  a  few  exhortations, 
^concluded  with  thanksgiving,  in  all  which  Dr. 
"^  Macneill  seemed  to  be  much  interested ;  for  he 
•*  requested  them  to  remember  the  exhortation, 
'*  Bnd  to  act  accordingly.  When  I  found  him  so 
''  disposed,  I  said,  I  hoped  he  would  be  kind  to 
*•  the  young  people  ;  to  which  he  replied.  Sir,  I 
''have  been  kind  to  them.  I  will  be  kind  to 
''  them  still ;  and  nothing  shall  be  wanting  on  my 
"  part  to  make  them  happy.  I  distinctly  re- 
''  member  the  expression.  I  then  certified  the 
^*  marriage  on  the  lines  of  proclamation,  and  my 
*'  constant  form  of  words  are,  /  the  above  de- 
*  signed  parties  were  married  before  witnesses, 
'  by  James  Robertson,  minister.'  I  then 
wished  the  parties  much  joy,  and  they  left  the 
"  room  as  they  entered.  Dr.  Macneill  in  Mr.  Jol- 
"  lie's  arm,  and  the  rest  followed.  Interrogated 
"  fdr  the  Pursuer,  if  he  was  acquainted  with  Mr. 
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18SS.  '<  Jollie  previous  to  the  marriage?  depones  and 
''  answers,  I  was  not  personally  acquainted  with 
*'  him  previous  to  his  marriage ;  nor,  to  my  know- 
<'  ledge,  had  I  ever  seen  him,  except  in  church, 
''  as  he  was  a  member  of  my  congregation;  and 
''  I  knew  there  was  such  a  person,  though  he  did 
*'  not  visit  my  house,  and  I  heard  he  was  a  suitcNr 
''  of  Miss  Macneill's.  Interrogated,  if  he  recol- 
''  lects  from  whom  he  heard  that  Mr.  Jollie  was 
''  to  be  married  to  Miss  Macneill?  depones  and 
''  answers,  no,  I  do  not  recollect  it,  but  it  was  the 
*'  general  report  of  the  parish  at  that  time/' 

Afterwards,  being  *'  inten;(^ted,  who  he  gave 
''  the  certificate  of  marriage  to  ?  depones  and 
''  answers,  I  gave  it  to  the  bride,  as  I  always  do. 
**  Interrogated,  in  what  form  he  asked  the  par- 
"  ties  if  they  were  willing  to  be  married?  depones 
**  and  answers,  I  said  to  Mr.  Jollie,  do  you  take 
**  this  woman,  (they  having  joined  hands)  whom 
*'  you  have  by  tiie  hand,  to  be  your  lawful  mar- 
''  ried  wife ;  and  do  you  promise,  before  God  and 
'*  these  witnesses,  to  be  a  faithful  and  a  loving 
''  husband  to  her,  till  God  shall  separate  yoa 
''  by  death?  Mr.  Jollie  replied,  I  do.  I  Uien 
''  said  to  the  bride,  do  you  take  this  man  whom 
*'  you  have  by  the  hand,  to  be  your  lawful  mar- 
*'  ried  husband;  and  do  you  promise  to  be  a  faith- 
^'  ful,  a  loving,  and  a  dutiful  wife  to  him,  till  God 
**  shall  separate  you  by  death?  And  the  conclu- 
''  sion  then  is, — ^before  these  witnesses  I  declare 
^*  you  married  persons ;  and  whom  God,  in  his 
*'  good  providence,  has  thus  united,  let  no  maa 
*'  put  asunder." 

Mrs.  Robertson  depones,  '*  I  recollect  the  mar^ 
''  riage  perfectly,  but  I  cannot  say  exactly  as  to 
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••  the  date;  but  I  have  no  doubt  but  it  was  about      1828. 
**  that  time,  (June  1816),   Interrogated,  if  the  par-     J]J^]J^ 
"  ties  came  to  their  house  in  a  coach  ?  depones,         *•  ^„ 

^  '       MACOBEGOR. 

**  and  answers,  yes  they  did.  Interrrogated,  who 
'^  accompanied  them?  depones  and  answers.  Dr. 
•'  Macneill  was  of  the  party,  and  a  person  who  I 
"  understand  was  housekeeper  to  Dr.  Macneill ; 
*'  and  there  was  a  bridegroom  man,  but  I  do  not 
''  recollect  his  name.  Interrogated,  if,  at  the 
**  ceremony,  Dr.  Macneill  gave  away  his  daugh- 
^'  ter?  depones  and  answers,  yes,  he  did.  Inter. 
*'  legated,  if  any  conversation  took  place  between 
"  Dr.  Robertson  and  Dr.  Macneill  before  or  after 
'*  the  marriage  ceremony  ?  depones  and  answers, 
yes,  a  good  deal.  When  Dr.  Robertson  came 
into  the  room.  Dr.  Macneill  attempted  to  get 
''  up  from  the  sofa,  which  he  did  with  great  diffi- 
culty, and  said  very  politely,  he  hoped  Dr. 
Robertson  would  forgive  the  infirmities  of  an 
*'  old  man ;  on  which  Dr.  Robertson  went  for- 
''  ward  and  took  him  by  the  hand,  and  said  he 
"  was  glad  he  was  giving  his  countenance  to  the 
*'  young  couple,  as  he  knew  it  was  in  his  power 
"  to  be  of  use  to  them ;  to  which  Dr.  Macneill 
''  replied,  he  did  so  with  all  his  heart,  as  he  had 
"  already  done  something  for  them,  and  he  in- 
"  tended  still  to  do  more.  Dr.  Robertson  told 
"  Dr.  Macneill  that  he  might  sit  during  the  cere- 
**  mony.  Dr.  Macneill  replied,  that  he  had  come 
**  for  the  purpose  of  giving  away  his  daughter, 
**  and  he  would  do  it.  Interrogated,  if  Dr.  Mac- 
*'  neiU  wished  Mr.  and  Mrs.  JoUie  much  happi- 
ness after  the  ceremony  was  over  ?  depones  and 
answers,  yes,  he  did  so  with  great  affection. 
Interrogated,  if  the  parties  then  went  away? 


€€ 


€€ 
€4 


€€ 


428 


CASES   IN   THE   HOUSE   OF   tOROS 


1828. 


IfACNElLL 

V. 

MACGRBGOR. 


''  depones  and  answers,  yes,  after  getting  the 

''  marriage  lines  signed." 
Christian  Robertson  (one  of  the  Respondent's 

witnesses)  says,  "  I  nursed  the  Defender,  (Apr 
pellant)  and  have  been  acquainted  with  her, 
and  occasionally  at  her  father's  house  ever 
since.  Interrogated,  depones,  that  she  went  to 
the  west  country  with  her  father  in  spring  1816. 
After  they  came  back,  I  am  not  sure  but  she 
said  to  me  that  Mr.  Macgregor,  the  pursuer 
(Respondent)  had  been  with  her  there.  Sh« 
said  nothing  to  me  about  her  marriage,  or  mar- 
rying. Mr.  Macgregor  told  me  he  had  been 
with  them  in  the  west  country.  I  asked  him  if 
he  was  going  to  be  married  to  the  defender? 
(Appellant)  He  said,  no  ;  Dr.  Macneill  says 
he  thinks  I  will  be  the  man ;  but  I  think  it  will 
be  Mr.  JoUie,  for  I  know  her  pre-engagement 
to  him." 

John  Carr  says,  ''  that  he  has  been  intimately 
acquainted  with  the  pursuer  (Respondent)  for 
thirty  years  and  upwards.  Deponesj  that  he 
recollects  some  time  about  April  1816^  of  walk* 
ing  down  Leith  Walk  towards  Leith,  in  com- 
pany with  the  pursuer,  (Respondent,)  and  John 
Manderson,  a  witness  cited  for  the  defender, 
(Appellant);  and  upon  returning  back  again, 
they  met,  towards  the  head  of  Leith  Walk,  Mr, 
JoUie  and  the  defender.  Depones,  that  the 
pursuer  stopped  and  had  some  conversation 
with  the  defender  and  Mr.  Jollie ;  and  upon  his 
joining  the  deponent  and  Manderson,  the  de- 
ponent asked  him  if  Mr.  Jollie  and  the  defender 
were  married,  to  which  he  replied,  that  they 
were  not  married,  but  that  they  would  shortly 
be  so." 
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John  Manderson  depones,  *^  That  he  has  been  1838. 
•*  acquainted  with  the  pursuer,  though  not  very 
••  intimately,  for,  as  he  thinks,  about  five  years.  ^^^J^ 
f<  Depones,  that  he  recollects  going  down  Leith 
^*  Walk  one  afternoon,  with  the  pursuer  and  John 
^^  Carr,  the  preceding  witness,  some  years  ago, 
**  the  deponent  cannot  exactly  say  how  long, 
**  when,  either  in  returning  or  going  down  the 
••  the  Walk,  they  met  the  defender  and  Mr.  Jollie. 
^'  Depones,  that  the  pursuer  stopt  to  speak  to 
''  them,  when  John  Carr  and  the  deponent  pre- 
««  ceded.  Depones,  that  the  pursuer  afterwards 
**  rejoined  the  deponent  and  John  Carr,  and  the 
**  latter  put  a  question  to  him  respecting  the  de- 
''  fender  and  Mr.  Jollie ;  to  which  question  the 
pursuer  made  some  answer  respecting  a  mar- 
riage that  was  to  take  place,  as  he  thinks,  be- 
*'  tween  the  defender  and  Mr.  Jollie.  Depones, 
that  this  circumstance  happened  so  long  ago, 
that  the  deponent  has  a  very  indistinct  recollec- 
'<  tion  of  what  the  pursuer  said  upon  that  occa- 
''sion;  but  he  rather  thinks  he  mentioned  the 
^*  intended  marriage  above  alluded  to  was  to  take 
place  in  a  short  time.'' 

Margaret  Robertson  depones,  **  that  she  heard 
her  mother  ask  the  Respondent,  whether  the 
"  Appellant  was  to  be  married  to  him  or  Mr. 
**  Jollie?  When  he  answered,  that  Dr.  Macneill 
*'  believed  that  he  (the  Respondent)  was  the 
*^  person  to  whom  his  daughter  was  to  be  mar- 
•?  ricd ;  but  that  he  (the  Pursuer)  knew  Mr.  Jol- 
*^  lie  was  to  be  the  man,  as  the  defender  had 
**  entered  into  a  pre- engagement  with  him.'' 

Mrs.  Macnaughton,  Margaret  Robertson's  sis- 
ter swears  to  the  same  fact,  namely,  the  Respond- 
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1836.      entV  statement,  ''  that  Mr.  JoUie  would  be  the 
jJ^J^JJ!^     *'  man,  as  he  (the  pursuer)  knew  of  his  pre- 
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*•         **  engagement  with  the  defender." 

William  Allan  depones, ''  that  he  never  heard 
''  any  report  that  the  pursuer  and  defender  had 
''  been  married  till  the  month  of  March  last, 
''  (1318)  when  he  heard  it  from  the  pursuer  him- 
''self." 

John  Carr,  after  mentioning  what  had  occurred 
in  April,  1816,  when  the  Respondent  declared 
that  Mr.  JoUie  was  to  be  the  husband  of  the  Ap- 
pellant, goes  on  to  depone,  '^  That  about  six  or 
"  seven  weeks  after  this,"  (which  could  not  be 
above  a  week  or  two  after  the  marriage,)  "  the 
**  deponent  happened  to  be  in  the  shop  of  a  Miss 
'/  George,  in  the  Kirkgate  of  Leith.  Depones, 
^'  that  Miss  (reorge  then  mentioned  to  the  depo- 
','  nent  that  Mr.  Jollie  and  the  defender  had  been 
**  married  by  Dr.  Robertson,  minister  of  South 
**  Leith.  Depones,  that  the  first  time  the  depo- 
^'  nent  saw  the  pursuer,  he  put  it  to  him  whether 
''  this  was  the  case  or  not;  and  the  pursuer  inti- 
''  mated  to  the  deponent  that  it  really  was  so. 
''  Interrogated,  whether  the  defender  had  ever 
''  i^ewed  the  deponent  the  gloves  which  be  said 
'*  he  had  received  on  occasion  of  the  marriage  of 
''  the  defender  and  Mr.  Jollie  ?  depones,  that  he 
'^  cannot  charge  his  memory  whether  the  pursuer 
*'  did  so  or  not ;  but  he  recollects  seeing  the  pur- 
"  suer  have  a  pair  of  new  gloves,  which,  accord- 
*5  ing.  to  the  best  of  the  deponent's  recollection, 
^*  he  told  him  were  the  gloves  he  received  on  the 
**  occasion  of  the  marriage.  Interrogated,  de- 
**  pones,  that  the  deponent  and  Mr.  Macgregor 
'^  sat  in  the  same  pew  in  the  chapel  of  ease,  and 
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"  that  subsequent  to  the  period  which  has  been     }^J 
''  alluded  to,  Mr.  JoUie  and  the  defender  were  in    macmbill 

V  the  practice  of  occasionally  coming  to  sit  in   uacJreqqu. 
*'  the  same  pew,  as  visitors  of  Mr.  Macgregor. 

**  Depones,  that  he  never  knew  Mr.  Macgregor  to 
*^:Come  along  with  Mr.  Jollie  and  the  defender  to 
*'  the  seat,  but  Mr.  Macgregor  was  generally  in 
*'  it  before  they  came.    Depones,   that  after  the 

V  'service  was  over,  the  pursuer  always  walked 
*<  away  in  company'with  the  defender  and  Mr. 
'^  Jollie.  Depones,  that  upon  one  occasion,  se- 
*'  veral  months  after  Dr.  Macneill's  death,  the 
"  deponent  recollects  of  being  in  Mr.  JoUie's 
f '  house  to  tea,  along  with  a  number  of  other  per- 
**  sons,  and  among  the  rest  the  pursuer.  De- 
"  pones,  that  upon  this  occasion  the  deponent 
**  recollects  that  wine  and  spirits  were  brought 
'^  in,  and  the  health  of  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Jollie  was 

drank  by  the  company,  the  pursuer  being  pre- 
sent? but  the  deponent  cannot  exactly  say  that 
the  pursuer  personally  drank  their  healths.  In- 
••  terrogated  for  the  pursuer,  whether  he  can  say 
**  how  often  the  defender  and  Mr.  Jollie  came  to 
"  the  chapel  of  ease,  as  above  deposed  to ;  and 
"  whether  it  was  twice  or  thrice  he  saw  them 
''  there?  depones,  that  he  cannot  exactly  say  how 
'*  oiten,  but  he  is  certain  that  he  has  seen  them 
^'  there  at  least  a  dozen  of  times." 

Margaret  Craig  depones,  ''  That  she  was  in  the 
'^  service  of  the  late  Dr.  Macneill,  in  the  capacity 
*•  of  housekeeper,  from  Martinmas  1807,  to  Mar- 
'' tinmas  1816.  Depones,  that  ishe  repeatedly 
isaw  the  pursuer  in  the  doctor*8  house,  from 
July  1815,  when  the  defender  came  to  the 
**  house,  till  the  deponent  left  the  service;  and 
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182§.      f^  after  the  defender,  became  >Mrs.  JoUie^  which 

J^cwrax  ^'  ^^^^^  ^^  ^^  ^^^^  ^^^'^^  1^^^'  ^^  depement  has 
i^ACBv^tor  '^s**^  him  repeatedly  there  at  dinner  and  tea; 
f.  bodi  in  the  drawing'-room,  and  in  the  dining'^ 
'^room  :or  parloiir.  Depones,  that  they  ditied 
^^  several  times  in  th^<drawing*room»  to  avoid 
f '  distorbiog  the  doetor«  Depones,  that  npon 
**  these  occasions  she  has  heard  the  pursuer  diiiik 
^*  repeatedly  to  the  defender  and  Mr«  JoUie, 
''  by  the  names  tf  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Jollier  and  die 
^*  deponent  recollects,  dn  repeated  occasions,  of 
^  the  pnrsuer  asking  tlie  deponent,  when  he 
**  called  at  any  time  at  the  door,  how  Mr.  dnd 
<*  Mrs.  Jollie  did,  after  asking  for  Dr.  Macneill; 
^^  Depones,  that  she  cannot  recollect  whether  die 
depqnent's  husband  was  present  on  these  occa- 
sions, when  the  pnrsuer  drank  to  the  definder 
by  the  name  of  Mrs.  Jollie,  but  that  nobody 
**  eUe  was  present.  Depones,  that  Mr.  JoBie 
''  al>¥ay8  stayed  in  Dr.  Macneill's  house  iafter  the 
•*  defender's  marriage  with  Mr.  Jollie." 

William  Allan,  being  interrogated,  "  Whether 
**  it  consists  With  his  knowledge  that  the  pursuer 
''  acknowledged  the  defender  and  Mr.  Jollie  as 
'*  married  persons  after  their  marriage  ?  depones, 
'*  that  he  has  heard  the  pnrsuer,  on  various  occa* 
**  sions,  drmk  to  them  as  married  persons,  be- 
'*  twixt  the  time  of  their  marriage  in  June  1816 
''  and  the  October  following,  when  the  deponent 
''  went  to  sea.  Depones,  that  the  pursuer  has 
'^  dined  different  times  during  that  period  in 
'<  Dr.  Macneill's  house,  and  the  deponent  dis* 
*•  tinctly  recollects  of  the  pursuer  drinking  to 
*' them  both  as  married  persons."  He  then  goes 
on  to  mention  a  party  in:  which  the  Respondent 
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drank  the  Appellant's  health  aj»  Mrs,  JoUie.  16S8L 
Afterwards,  upon  cross-interrogatioD,  he  deponesv 
''  That  the  defender's  inarriage  with  Mr.  Jollie 
took  place  in  the  month  of  June  1816,  aiod  the 
deponent  was  present  at  the  marriage.  De^ 
«<  pones,  that  he,  the  deponent,  dined  with  the 
<«  defender  and  Mr.  Jollie  in  Dr.  Macneills  par^ 
''  lour  on  these  occasions,  when  he  heard  the 
''  pursuer  drink  to  the  defender  and  her  husband 
''  by  the  name  of  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Jollie;  that  be 
^'does  not  recollect  whether  Dr.  Macneill  was 
"  present  on  all  these  occasions  that  the  deponent 
'*  dined  there,  nor ,  can  he  say  whether  he  was 
"present. on  any  of  the  occasions  when  the 
'<  ptirsuer  drank  to  the  defender  by  the  name  of 
"  Mrs.  JolUe." 

James  Shank,  tenant  in  Stevenston,  after  say- 
ing, that  he  recollects  the  visit  of  October  18, 1816; 
when  he  paid  Dr.  Macneill  a  small  sum  of  feu* 
duty,  "  Depones,  that  upon  the  above  occasion, 
<<  there  were  some  spirits  brought  in,  and  the 
"  deponent  recollects,  that  upon  one  occasion  at 
"  least  he  heard  the  pursuer  (Respondent)  drink 
to  the  health  of  the  defender  (Appellant)  under 
the  appellation  of  Mrs.  Jollie.,  Depones,  that 
"  he,  Uie  deponent,  repeatedly,  at  this  time, 
"  addressed  himself  to  the  defender  by  the  name 
"  of  Mrs.  Jollie,  in  presence  of  the  pursuer,  and 
^'  without  his  objecting  to  it." 

William  Adie,  with  reference  to  the  same  visit, 
and  tp  a  settlement  which  took  place  between 
him  and  Dr.  Macneill,  as  to  certain  deductions 
to  be  made  from  the  witness's  rent,  swears,  ''  That 
**  the  pursuer  wrote  the  settlement  which  then 
''  took  place.    Interrogated,  depones,  that  after 
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1^.      ."  the   above-mentioiied  settlement  was   agreed 

upon, « there  were  some  spirits  brought  in,  and 

the  deponent  himself,  in  drinking  to  the  health 

*'  of  the  defender,  addressed  her  by  the  name  of 

"  Mrs.  JoUie,  without  any  objection  being  made 

*'  to  her  receiving  that  title  on  the  part  of  the 

''  pursuer,  who  was  present.    Depones  further, 

*'  that  to  the  best  of  his  recollection,  the  pursuer 

also,  in  drinking  to  the  health  of  the  defender, 

gave  her  the  appellation  of  Mrs.  Jollie." 

Mary  Hastie,  daughter  of  the  inn-keeper  at 

Holy  town,  depones,  '^  that  in  October,  1 816,  Dr. 

"  Macneill,  the  Respondent,  and  the  Appellant, 

''  and  Mr.  Jollie,  remained  two  nights  at  the  inn. 

**  That  she,  the  deponent,  then  served  at  table  to 

'^  the  party,  and  she  recollects  of  hearing  the 

**  pursuer  recognise  the  defender  as  Mrs.  Jollie, 

**  and^rink  to  her  health  as  such,  and  this  he  did 

**  during  all  the  time  they  remained  in  the  house. 

"  That  during  the  two  days  they  were  at  Holy- 

"  town,  as  above  deposed  to,  Mr.  Jollie,  the  de- 

"  fender,  and  the  pursuer,  all  slept  in  the  same 

''  bed  room  at  nighty  as  it  was  a  double  bedded 

'*  room;  in  one  of  the  beds  of  which  Mr.  Jollie 

''  and  the  defender  slept  together,  and,  in  Ac 

**  other,  Mr.  Macgregor,  the  pursuer,  there  being 

**  no  further  accommodation  in  the  house.    Inter- 

"  rogated  for  the  pursuer,    depones,    that  she 

judged  that  Mr.  Jollie  and  the  defender  slept 

in  the  same   bed,  as  above  deponed  to,  from 

"  the  circumstance  of  Mr.  Jollie  asking  of  the 

"  witness  a  bed  for  himself  and  Mrs.  Jollie.     De- 

''  pones,  that  they  all  went  at  the  same  time  into 

**  the  bed  room;   and  the  deponent  was  not  in 

*'  the  room  till  next  morning,  after  the.gentle- 
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''  men  had  left  it ;  and  she  went  in  and  saw  Mrs.       1828. 
"  Jollie." 

Mrs.  Margaret  Miller  depones,  that  she  was  in 
Dr.  MacneilFs  house  on  the  day  of  the  funeral, 
when  there  were  various  persons  present :  "  That 
"  the  whole  company,  including  the  pursuer 
"  (Respondent)  considered  Mr.  JoUie  and  the 
"  defender  (Appellant)  as  the  master  and  mistress 
*'  of  the  house,  and  their  healths  were  drank  to 
*'  as  such.  That  upon  this  occasion,  she  re- 
**  peatedly  heard  the  pursuer,  Mr.  Macgregor, 
**  drink  to  the  health  of  the  defender  as  Mrs. 
^'  Jollie,  and  she  is  perfectly  certain  of  this  fact. 
^'  That  she  was  also  present  in  Dr.  Macneill's 
house  the  day  before  the  funeral.  That  the 
pursuer  was  there  at  the  same  time,  and  he 
went  out  alone  with  the  deponent.  That  on 
'*  this  occasion,  the  deponent  put  the  question  to 
''  the  pursuer,  who  it  was  that  married  Mr.  and 
''Mrs.  Jollie?  to  which  the  pursuer  answered, 
''  that  it  was  Dr.  Robertson,  minister  of  South 
''  Leith ;  and  the  pursuer  at  the  same  time  men- 
"  tioned  that  he  was  personally  present  at  the 
ceremony.  That  she,  the  deponent,  after  the 
funeral  of  Dr.  Macneill,  frequently  visited  in 
''  the  house  of  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Jollie,  in  which^  on 
*'  two  several  occasions  she  met  with  the  pursuer, 
''  on  both  of  which  he  recognised  the  defender  as 
''  Mrs.  Jollie.  Depones,  that  indeed,  upon  many 
**  other  occasions,  when  the  deponent  happened 
V  to  meet  him,  the  pursuer  recognised  the  de- 
''  fender  to  the  deponent  as  the  wife  of  Mr. 
*'  Jollie." 

Mrs.  Littlejohn  states^  that  she  was  present  on 
the  day  of  the  funeral ;  that  the  Respondent  was 
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1^*      there,  4Uid  that  he  appeared  '^  to  conduct  himself 
entirely  as  a  guest  of  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Jollie^  in 
the  naone  tnanner  as  the  rest  of  the  persons  pre- 
sent didj^kly.  he  did  not  appear  so  forward  as 
^'  sbml^  of  them ;.  and  as  to  drinking  the  defender's 
^f  heahli  as  Mrs.  Jollie,  the  deponent  thinks  he 
^jUsi'ifid  as  the  rest.''    Afterwards,  being  in- 
terrogated j  ''  If  she  recollects  who  it  was  that 
<*  first  oongratulated  the  defender^  as  above  de-^ 
^  poned  to,  as  the  lady  of  Stevenston  ?    Depones, 
V  diat  she  reeolle<its  of  Mr.  Macgregor  doing  so 
^^ when  he  first  came  into  the  room." 
'  Christian  Men2ies  swears,  that  she  had  seen  and 
heard  the  Respondent  over  and  over  again  recog- 
nise Mr.  and  Mrs.  JolKe  as  man  and  wife.     ^'  That 
^^•]M&.  Macgregor  was  very  much  in  the  house  at 
*^*  the  time  Tift.  Macneill  died,  and  seemed  to  take 
^*  a  charge  in  advising  Mr.  JoUie  to  make  arrahge- 
^*  meHts  fer  the  funeral.    That,  at  this  time,  Mr. 
''  and  Mrs.  Jollie  invariably  appeared  as  master 
'•'  atid  mistress  of  the  family ;  and  the  pursuer 
was  considered  in  the  light  of  a  visitor  there 
rherely.    That  upon  the  first  Sunday  after  Dr. 
^  Macn^irs  death,  the  defender  and  Mr.  Jollie 
*^  -were  kirked  in  the  chapel  of  ease ;  upon  which 
*f  occasion  the  pursuer  accompanied  them,  both 
'^  going  on  foot,  and  upon  their  return  in  a  hack- 
'^  ney  coach ;  and  he  also  dined  with  them  upon 
'*  the  sfime  day.'' 

Mrs.  Mai^ret  Cunningham,  ''  depones,  tJiat 
;^^  she  was  present  in  Dr.  Macneill's  house  two 
^f  days  previbus  to  his  funeral,  and  the  pursuer, 
**  Mr.  Macgregor,  was  also  present.  That  Mr. 
^*  JoUie  and  the  defender  were  present  on  Ae 
'^  same  occaaicm*    l%at,  on  this  occasion,  a  glasik 
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of  wine  was  handed  about  to  the  company,  and      1828. 

the  deponient  distinctly  heard  the  pursuer  then 
^'  drink  to  the  defender  and  Mr.  Jollie,  under  the         ** 
"  appellation  of  Mr.  and  Mrs.  JoUie,  and  then 

V  afterwards  he  drank  to  the  health  cf  the  rest  of 
the  company.  That  the  evening  before  the 
iimeral,  the  deponent  was  again  present  at  the 
chesting  of  Dr.  Macneill,  at  which  time  the 

'<  pursuer  was  present,  and  wished  to  make  him- 
''  self  serviceable  to  Mr.  JoUie  and  the  defender, 
''  whom  he  invariably  recognised  as  Mr.  and  Mrs. 

V  Jollie,  and  made  an  apology  to  them  for  being 
^'  obliged  to  go  away  sooner  than  he  could  have 
"wished.'' 

.  Thomas  Littlejohn  depones,  '^  that  he  was  at 
''  Dr.  Macneill's  funeral  in  May  1817,  and  that 
'^  he  afterwards  went,  along  with  several  other 
'[  persons,  among  whom  was  the  pursuer  and  Mr. 
"  JoUie,  to  the  house  of  Mr.  James  Smyth,  W.  S. 
"  when  he  heard  Dr.  Macneill's  deeds  of  settle- 
''  ment  read  over.  That,  on  the  same  evening, 
*^  the  deponent  went  down  to  Dr.  Macneill's 
<«  house,  where  he  saw  the  pursuer  in  company 

V  with  the  defender ;  and  Mrs.  Littlejohn,  the 
<<  deponent's  wife,  and  Mr.  JoUie  were  also,  pre* 
"  sent.'' 

Benjamin  Brown,  surgeon  in  Edinburgh, 
s^iV^iiB,  '^  that  he  recollects  sometime  in  the 
'^  month  of  October  1817,  three  years  ago,  of 
'^  he,  the  deponent,  and  his  wife,  Mrs.  Brown, 
^*  being  at  the  house  of  Mr.  JoUie,  the  defender, 
*f  whep  the  pursuer  was  present."  He  depones, 
f^  that  upon  this  occasion,  there  were  several 
^' other  persons  present.  That  it  was  the  first 
**  time,  so  far  as  he  can  remember,  that  he  had 
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1828;      ''visited  Mr.  Jollie  and  the  defender;  and  as 
MACNEiLL    '*  ^^  ^^  common  practice  on  such  occasions. 


^'  ''  the  deponent  has  no  hesitation  in  saying,  that 
*'  the  company,  in  general,  drank  to  the  health 
^'  of  Mr.  Jollie  and  the  defender,  as  married  per- 
**  sons;"  Hector  Gavin  adds,  ''  that  he,  the  depo- 
''  nent,  sat  next  to  the  pursuer  on  the  occasion 
''alluded  to ;  and  although  he  is  not  certain,  yet 
"  he  thinks  that  the  pursuer  must  have,  along  with 
"  the  rest  of  the  company,  drank  to  the  health  of 
*'  Mr.  Jollie  and  the  defender,  as  married  persons, 
"  otherwise  he  thinks  his  conduct  must  have  been 
"  taken  notice  of;" 

On  advising  the  proof  and  memorials,  the  Com- 
missaries, in  June  1821,  found,  "  that  the  Pursuer 
"  had  established  by  suflScient  evidence  that  a 
"  marriage  was  celebrated  betwixt  the  Defender 
"  and  him,  by  Joseph  Robertson,  late,  &c.  in  the 
"  month  of  May  1816;  that  the  Defender  has 
"  failed  to  establish  by  evidence  any  circumstance 
''  sufficient  to  elide  the  legal  presumption  thence 
"arising,  of  matrimonial  consent  having  been 
"  duly  adhibited  by  her  on  that  occasion;  and 
"  therefore  found  facts,  circumstances  and  quah- 
"  fications  proven  relevant  to  infer  marriage  be- 
"  tween  the  parties,  and  declared  them  married 
*'  persons  accordingly  and  decerned."  Upon  ad- 
vising a  reclaiming  petition  in  1821,  the  Com- 
missaries adhered  to  their  former  judgment,  and 
found  that "  no  circumstances  had  been  attempted 
'*  to  be  proved  on  the  part  of  the  Defender,  from 
"  which  to  infer  intimidation,  as  avowed  by  her; 
"  that  the  Defender's  matrimonial  consent,  arising 
'^  from  the  marriage  ceremony  at  Robertson^s^  is 
*'  strengthened  by  the  Defender's  admission,  that 
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•'the  Pursuer  accompanied  her  back  from  Ro*      1828. 

*'  bertson's  to  her  father's  house  on  the  same 

**  evening,  and  that  a  presumption  thence  arises   ^^^^^; 

**  of  sexual  intercourse  having  followed  betwixt 

•*  the  parties,  which  is  farther  confirmed  by  what 

•*  passed  at  White's,   the  lapidary,    some  time 

''  thereafter ;  and  that  the  inference  of  the  De- 

''  fender's  matrimonial  consent  is  not  contradicted 

*'  by  any  part  of  the  Pursuer's  conduct  immedi- 

•'  ately  following  the  marriage  ceremony ;   and 

'^  tiiat  although  his  conduct,    at  a  subsequent 

**  period,  might  infer  his  willingness  to  relinquish 

''  his  legal  claim  to  the  Defender  as  his  wife,  such 

•*  conduct  cannot  destroy  the  legal  effect  of  the 

'«  evidence  adduced  to  establish  the  validity  of  the 

•'  previous  union  of  the  parties." 

Against  this  judgment  a  bill  of  advocation  was 
presented,  upon  which  the  majority  of  the  Court 
was  of  opinion  that  the  case  should  be  remitted 
for  farther  proof,  which  was  accordingly  taken  as 
to  the  marriage  of  Jollie,  and  the  circumstances  of 
the  conduct  of  Macgregor  after  the  marriage,  and 
his  possession  of  the  title  deeds. 

Upon  advising  this  additional  proof,  the  Com- 
missaries were  equally  divided,  and  accordingly, 
by  the  practice  of  the  Court,  the  judgment  was 
affirmed.  They  found  the  marriage  established, 
and  decerned  in  the  terms  of  the  libel. 

The  Respondent  thereupon  brought  the  case 
again  under  the  review  of  the  Court  of  Session. 

On  the  23rd  of  December,  1825,  the  Court 
adhered  to  the  former  judgment.* 

♦*  While  this  cause  was  pending,  Maq^regor  presented  a  peti- 
tiiNiy  praying  for  a  sequestration  of  the  heritable  and  moveable 
property  of  Mrs.  Macneill,  alias  Jollie.    In  this  and  another 
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im.         Against  these  judgments  the  Appeal  was  pre- 
JT^iiu,    sented. 

MACeRBOOB. 


The  appeal  was  heard  on  the  14tb  of  June^  in 
the  session  of  1827^  when  an  objection  being  sug- 
gested for  want  of  parties^  it  was  moved,  that  the 
hearing  should  be  postponed^  in  order  that  inquiry 
might  be  made  whether,  according  to  the  practice 
of  the  Consistorial  Court  in  Scotland,  Mr.  JolUe 
and  the  children  should  not  be  parties. 

Upon  that  occasion  Lord  Eldon  said,  that  this 
objection  for  want  of  parties  was  not  raised  in  the 
papers,  or  in  the  arguments  in  the  Court  below; 
that  it  was  a  new  question  raised  for  the  first  time 
before  the  House,  which  made  the  House  a  Court 
of  original  Jurisdiction;  that  it  was  on  this  ground, 
that  he  had  been  in  the  practice  of  remitting 
cases,  where  new  questions,  not  argued  below> 
had  been  raised  before  the  House :  that  in  later 
years,  considering  that  this  course  led  to  great 
delay  and  expense,  he  had  discontinued  the  prac- 
tice of  remitting  causes,  and  decided  questicNis 
raised  originally  before  the  House ;  but  that  this 
state  of  things  should  not  be  permitted  to  exist, 
but  should  be  remedied  by  a  standing  order  of 
the  House. 

lj>rd  Redesdale  said  it  was  the  business  of 
Courts  not  to  consider  the  convenience  of  parties, 
but  of  the  general  administration  of  justice; 
that  public  convenience  should  be  considered, 
rather  than  that  of  the  parties  to  the  suit;  so 

proceeding  Jollie  appeared.  But  no  application  had  been  made 
in  the  principal  action  to  have  Mr.  JoUie  or  the  children  heard 
for  their  interests.  Nor  had  they  in  that  action  been  stated  as 
potiesb 
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that  it  might  be  known  to  every  body  what  is  the      1828. 
law,  and  in  what  manner  it  is  to  be  administered     J]J^]J^ 
in  Courts  of  justice ;  that  parties  should  be  held         ^* 

J  ^  t^  MACGREGOR. 

strictly  to  the  rules  of  the  House,  and  expense  to 
them  should  not  be  saved  by  the  public  sacrifice, 
which  must  be  the  consequence  of  irregularity 
and  uncertainty.  He  then  proceeded  to  say  that 
it  was  important  to  know  what  were  the  points 
in  dispute  between  the  parties ;  that  in  Scotch 
cases  it  was  the  habit  to  display  an  argument ; 
that  the  printed  case  should  be  a  simple  state- 
ment of  facts,  and  application  of  the  law  arising 
out  of  the  facts  ;  but  in  this  case  it  was  a  printed 
oration,  instead  of  a  plain  statement  of  facts,  and 
the  House  was  left  to  find  out  the  case. 

Lord  Eldon  further  observed,  that  it  was  true, 
other  persons  deeply  interested  in  the  decision, 
as  the  case  now  stood,  had  no  opportunity  of 
being  heard ;  but  if  it  had  been  the  practice  of 
the  Consistorial  Courts  in  Scotland  to  proceed 
without  such  parties,  he  should  hesitate  to  advise 
the  introduction  of  a  new  practice,  which  might 
affect  the  judgment  of  those  Courts  in  former 
cases.  He  therefore  advised  that  cases  should  be 
laid  on  the  table,  and  counsel  heard  upon  this 
question  of  practice. 

On  the  29th  of  February,  1828,  the  question 
as  to  parties  and  the  practice  was  argued. — 

It  was  contended  on  behalf  of  the  Appellants, 
that  in  former  cases,  where  a  second  husband  or 
wife,  or  children,  were  not  called,  the  fact  might 
not  have  been  known,  but  here  it  was  notorious ; 
that  in  questions  of  pecuniary  interest,  it  was 
always  deemed  necessary  that  a  person  to  be 
affected  by  the  judgment  should  be  a  party  to  the 
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1828.      suit :  How  much  more  was  it  necessary  where^ 
parties  were  to  be  deprived  of  such  valuable 
!'.-«.-  rights,  as  the  Hatus  of  husband  and  children? 
As  to  the  right  to  intervene,  it  proved  the  ne- 
cessity ;   and  a  party  intervening  after  the  com-> 
mencement  of  a  suit,  does  so   to  a  disadvan- 
tage.    Is  Mr.  Jollie  to  adopt  the  admissions  of. 
Mrs.  Jollie,  and  be  bound  by  them?    It  was  far- 
ther contended,  that  the  second  marriage  should . 
have  been  stated  in  the  pleadings. 

For  the  Respondent  it  was  argued,  that  in  cases : 
of  marriage  it  is  the  practice  of  the  Courts  to  re- 
quire only  that  the  principal  party  should  be  cal- . 
led,  unless  collusion  is  suggested;    that  in  the. 
Dalrymple  case,*  the  suit  proceeded  to  a  certain 
length,    and   the   original    decision  was    given 
without  the  presence  of  Laura  Manners,  a  party . 
interested;    she  came   in   afterwards  upon  the, 
appeal.    Suppose  the  children  of  a  second  mar- 
riage were  in  a  foreign  country,  must  the  status 
remain  in  suspense  for  ever,  or  till  what  time? 
that  Jollie  bad  attended  the  proceedings,  and  could 
not  complain  of  want  of  notice ;  that  it  would 
have  been  superfluous  to  state  the  second  marriage 
in  the  pleadings,  since  a  valid  marriage  could  not 
be  nullified  but  by  a  competent  court. 

On  the  question  of  parties,  the  following  autho- 
rities were  cited : — 

For  the  Appellant— Stair  App.  792;  4  Ersk.  1. 
66;  Campbell,  Z)icM  0456;  Penny cuick  and  Grin- 
ton,  Diet.  12677;  4  Stair,  45.  20;  1  Ersk. 6.  49; 
Craig,  2.  18;  Phill.  Evid.  2.  239. 

A  great  number  of  precedents  were  also  pro- 
duced from  the  Records  of  the  Commissary  Court,  , 

S  Hagg.  Rep.  54. 
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ta  which  persons  affected  by  the  judgment  were      1828. 
not  called  as  parties.  ^^I^r. 

'  For  the  Respondent — Greenhill  v.  Aitken,  16th  •• 
June,  1824;  MSS.  Cases  in  D.  P.;  Chapman 
and  Lindsay,  23rd  Feb.  1826,  (4  Shaw  and  Dun- 
lop,  No.  320);  Dalziel,  Diet.  16780;  Hargrave's 
Law  Tracts;  Case  of  Duchess  of  Queensberry; 
Scaccia  de  Sententiis;  Heraldus  de  Rebus  Judi- 
catis;  Mauritius  de  jure  interventionis;  Case  of 
Dalrymple,  Hagg.  Rep.  2.  64. 

Lord  Eldon  observed,  that  if  according  to  prac- 
tice JoUie  might  sist  himself  a  party  in  the  Court 
of  Session  at  any  time,  he  mightr  do  so  perhaps 
in  the  House,  as  they  were  sitting  as  a  Court  of 
Session;  and  as  to  the  question,  whether  he  must 
adopt,  and  be  bound  by  the  proceedings  as  they 
stood,  he  must  be  heard  on  that  point,  before 
such  a  question  could  be  decided.  But  that 
there  was  a  difficulty  as  to  the  children,  because 
die  House  could  not  appoint  curators,  and  the 
cause  must  go  back  to  the  Court  below  for  that 
purpose;  and  he  doubted  whether  the  House 
could  permit  JoUie,  or  the  children,  to  intervene 
originally  in  that,  the  Court  of  Appeal ;  that  the 
cause,  if  necessary,  must  be  remitted  for  the 
purpose. 

•    The  case  then,  upon  Lord  Eldon's  motion,  was 
ordered  to  stand  over  for  a  week. 


I  The  case  was  again  heard  on  the  7th  of  March, 
when  the  following  observations  were  made  by — 
•  Lord  Eldon — When  this  cause  was  heard  at  your 
Lordships'  bar,  in  consequence  of  what  passed  in  a 
previous  session  of  Parliament,  your  Lordships 
were  pleased  to  direct  that  counsel  should  be  heard 
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1828.  on  the  question,  whether  the  cause  could  be  decided 
without  bringing  other  parties  before  the  house, 
I'^nn  ^^^  appeared  to  be  interested  in  opposing  the 
case  of  the  Pursuer  in  this  action.  I  am  ex- 
tremely glad  that  your  Lordships  were  pleased  to 
permit  the  matter  to  stand  over,  with  a  view  that 
the  question,  whether  there  were  sufficient  par- 
ties before  the  House  might  be  fully  considered^ 
before  you  ventured  to  say  that  you  would  not 
hear  the  cause  upon  its  merits.  First,  because 
it  is  of  very  great  consequence  that  the  general 
doctrine  in  cases  of  this  sort,  with  respect  to  who 
should  be  parties  to  a  suit,  should  not  be  dis- 
turbed by  what  is  done  in  this  House.  Ib  the 
next  place,  because  if  it  was  necessary  that  those 
persons  who  have  been  mentioned,  viz.  JoUie  one 
of  the  husbands,  (if  I  may  so  describe  him)  smd 
the  children  of  Mrs.  Jollie,  probably  by  that 
Mr.  Jollie,  or  who  perhaps  may  have  a  claim  now 
to  say  that  they  are  the  children  of  Macgregor, 
should  be  before  the  House,  as  parties,  it  is  im- 
portant that  they  should  be  made  parties  to  the 
suit,  before  you  enter  upon  the  question  of  the 
merits. 

This  is  not  a  mere  action  of  declarator,  unless 
the  prayer  with  which  the  summons  concludes,  is 
the  ordinary  prayer  in  an  action  of  declarator  of 
marriage;  and  I  mention  that,  because  it  does 
appear  to  me  to  be  a  matter  of  very  great  impor- 
tance, that  when  the  question  is  discussed  upon 
its  merits,  some  attention  should  be  given  to  the 
prayer  of  this  summons.  It  is  not  merely  a 
prayer  that  it  might  be  declared  that  Mary  Mac- 
neill,  sometimes  called  Mary  Black  Macneill,  and 
Malcolm  Macgregor,  are  lawful  married  persons. 
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husband  and  wife  of  each  other ;  but  it  likewise  1828. 
prays,  that  the  Court  would  decern  and  ordain  J][^)J^,. 
the  Defender,  to  adhere  to  and  cohabit  with  the  ** 
Pursuer,  and  treat  and  entertain  him  in  all  re- 
spects as  her  husband ;  and  one  question  which 
may  probably  deserve  consideration,  (I  speak 
this  entirely  without  prejudice)  is  this ;  whether 
it  is  competent  for  a  man,  supposing  him  to  have 
acted  with  respect  to  this  second  marriage  in  the 
manner  in  which  these  printed  cases  state  Mac- 
gregor  to  have  acted,  to  come  into  Court,  not 
merely  for  the  purpose  of  having  the  marriage 
declared  with  respect  to  the  civil  consequences 
of  the  marriage,  but  to  call  upon  that  individual 
woman,  with  reference  to  whom  he  had  so  con- 
ducted himself,  to  return  to  him,  and  cohabit 
with  him  as  a  wife. 

What  would  be  the  case  here,  if  it  were  a  suit 
for  the  restitution  of  conjugal  rights,  and  the 
husband  had  so  acted  who  instituted  that  suit,  I 
do  not  pretend  to  say  that  I  know ;  but  it  is  a 
point  that  I  should  wish  to  hear  something  of  at 
the  bar  of  the  House,  before  I  can  make  up  my 
mind.  If  the  case  is  made  out  in  point  of  fact, 
with  respect  to  the  conduct  of  this  man,  (ad- 
mitting that  if  it  were  a  suit  for  civil  purposes,  as 
for  rents  and  profits,  and  so  on,  that  the  suit 
might  be  entertained  to  the  extent  of  having  it 
determined  judicially,  that  he  was  the  husband,) 
I  do  entertain  very  considerable  doubt  indeed, 
whether  a  man  who  makes  a  present  of  his  wife, 
in  the  manner  in  which  this  gentleman  is  stated 
to  have  made  a  present  of  her  to  Mr.  Jollie,  has 
any  right  to  come  into  any  Court,  for  the  express 
purpose  of  calling  her  back  again  to  cohabit  with 


MACMBILL 

V, 

MACGRSOOR. 


446  CASES   JN   THE   HOUSE   OF   LOILDS  * 

1B28.  him,  and  to  act  towards  him  as  a  dutiful  wife 
ought  to  act  to  an  affectionate  husband. 
»'•««»  With  respect  to  the  question  of  parties,  your 
Lordships  have  heard  from  the  bar,  and  have 
heard  it  very  properly  as  well  as  very  learnedly 
stated,  what  is  the  general  rule  with  respect  to 
making  parties  to  such  a  suit  as  this.  If  you  are 
disposed  to  say  that  you  agree  with  the  doc- 
trine that  the  husband  Jollie  and  the  children 
should  be  made  parties,  yet  I  am  sure  that  your 
Lordships  will  feel  that  it  is  not  in  your  power 
originally  to  determine  a  point  of  that  nature, 
but  that  it  would  be  necessary  to  direct  the  cause 
to  be  remitted,  in  order  that  the  question  with 
respect  to  the  rights  of  those  parties  might  be 
fully  considered  and  properly  adjudicated. 

On  looking  through  the  papers,  I  find  that  it  is 
insisted,  and  has,  in  fact,  been  pronounced  upon 
by  the  Court  below,  that  Jollie  is  not  a  necessary 
party :  that  might,  perhaps,  fall  under  your  Lord- 
ships' consideration  as  a  matter  of  appeal.  With 
respect  to  the  children,  their  right  to  intervene, 
or  rather  the  necessity,  I  should  say,  of  having 
them  as  parties  before  the  House,  does  not  appear 
to  have  bp^n  considered  at  all  in  the  Court  below, 
but  that  would  not  relieve  you  from  the  necessity 
of  sending  the  cause  back  again,  if  a  point  ob 
their  behalf  is  to  be  made  with  reference  to  the 
question  whether  they  should  be  made  parties  or 
not :  and  really  there  is  a  most  curious  circum- 
stance in  this  case,  with  regard  to  that  point : 
for  whatever  might  be  the  case  with  respect  to 
children  in  other  circumstances,  I  apprehend  that 
prima  facie  you  have  the  right  of  those  children 
now  before  the  Court,  because  those  children  he^ 
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ing  primd  facie  the  children  of  her  husband,  if  la- 
this person  (Macgregor)  is  her  husband,  they  are 
primd  facie  his  children,  and  until  he  is  divested 
of  the  primd  facie  character  of  the  father,  of  those 
children  he  would  be,  in  truth,  their  tutor,  or  the 
person  to  take  care  of  their  interests ;  and  a  sin- 
gular distribution  of  parties  it  would  be,  if  he  had 
the  onus  of  that  duty  laid  upon  him  under  such 
circumstances,  for  no  one  could  suppose  for  a 
moment  that  it  would  be  honestly  discharged. 
.  But  whatever  is  the  general  doctrine  with  re- 
spect either  to  the  necessity  of  having  parties,  or 
the  rights  of  persons  to  intervene,  it  has  been 
▼cry  properly  admitted  by  the  counsel  that  the 
general  rule  is,  (as  Dr.  Lushington  and  another 
gentleman  has  remarked  it  to  be,)  that  it  is  not 
necessary  to  have  any  parties  but  the  parties 
principally  interested ;  and  there  are  many  con- 
siderations of  policy,  with  respect  to  marriage 
suits  in  particular,  that  may  make  it  expedient  not 
to  depart  from  that  rule,  and  it  can  hardly  be  de- 
nied that  this  rule  is  a  rule  familiar  in  many  other 
cases  besides  matrimonial  cases.  In  a  Court  in 
which  I  long  sat,  we  all  know  that  a  suit  may  go 
on  against  an  infant  tenant  in  tail,  and  if  that  in- 
&nt  tenant  in  tail  should  happen  to  die,  yet  the 
proceedings  had  against  him  would  be  good  against 
the  remainder  man  when  he  came  into  existence, 
because  the  tenant  in  tail  was  the  principal  party 
interested  when  he  was  before  the  Court.  It  has 
not,  on  the  other  side,  been  denied  that  the  hus- 
band may  intervene  if  he  pleases.  It  has  not 
been  denied  that,  in  a  special  case,  the  Court 
may  call  on  the  parties  to  bring  before  it  other 
parties  than  those  admitted  to  be  interested  in 
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tsaB.^  die  sait^  and  if  that  doctrine  if^  to  be  applied  aaiy 
to  special  cases,  it  is  quite  clear  that  before  w^ 
can  say  a  word  as  to  whether  that  applies  ta  tkift 
case,  we  must  be  able,  after  hearing  this  case  on 
its  merits,  to  determine  whether  this  is  that  spe« 
cial  case  in  which  we  shall  call  for  such  an  int^s 
vention  as  I  have  now  alludecC  to% 

Upon  that  ground,  as  well  as  upon  the  other 
grounds,  it  appears  to  me  that  it  may  be  right  to 
go  on  with  the  hearing  of  the  case  on  its  merits^ 
for  this  appeal  is  brought  before  your  LordsMpa 
under  the  sanction  of  very  eminent  counsel,  as 
an  appeal  fit  for  you  to  hear ;  and  I  am  sure  1 
may  say,  without  offence  to^my  body,  that  if  th6 
intent  of  desiring  counsel  to  sign  appeals  and 
other  proceedings  in  Courts  of  Justice  were  fully 
attended  to,  I  belteye  it  would  work  as  ben^cial 
a  change  in  the  administration  of  the  law  as  any 
whatever  that  can  be  mentioned.  The  suit 
being  a  proper  suit  to  be  heard  upon  appeal,  it 
is  quite  clear  that  Mr.  Macgregor,  if  your  Lord- 
ships should  happen  to  reverse  the  j  udgment,  can 
have  no  reason  to  complain  if  you  reverse  it  <m 
the  merits.  It  is  a  case,  therefore^  in  which,  in 
one  view,  and  supposing  the  cause  to  come  to  one 
end,  you  may  decide  this  matter,  which  it  is 
agreed  on  all  hands  at  the  bar  ought  to  be  de- 
cided, without  all  the  delay  which  must  take 
place  if  yon  were  to  go  through  the  operation  of 
remitting  it  to  the  Court  of  Session,  and  then 
discuss  it  in  the  shape  of  a  future  appeal  from 
the  Court  of  Session,  which  may  not  take  place 
for  some  years ;  and  the  final  decision  of  this  case 
might  not  be  obtained  till  a  great  lapse  of  time 
^hall  have  takes  place,  and  these  parties  be  kept 
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ta  the  state  of  misery  in  which  some  of  them 
must  be  at  present. 

There  is  another  circumstance  in  this  case, 
which  it  strikes  me  is  a  very  material  one,  and  I 
take  the  liberty  of  mentioning  it,  that  the  coun- 
sel may  consider  whether  there  is  any  thing  in  it, 
m  rather  I  should  say,  in  the  papers  before  us, 
that  may  require  much  to  be  said  upon  it ;  and  it 
is  this— I  observe  that,  in  the  Commissary  Court, 
it  is  found  that  there  are  not  proofs  of  circum-^ 
stances  sufficient  to  elide  (I  think  is  the  ex- 
pression) the  intention  of  marriage.  They  apply 
that  species  of  finding  to  a  marriage  which  is  said 
to  be  regular,  and  in  facie  ecclcsioi. 

I  observe  too,  there  are  a  great  many  cases 
cited  on  both  sides,  with  a  view  to  bringing  under 
discussion  the  question,  whether  a  marriage  can- 
not be  attacked  upon  the  ground  of  want  of 
eonsent,  the  want  of  consent  being  made  out  by 
proof  of  force  or  fear  ?  There  is  a  great  deal  like- 
wise to  be  found  in  the  papers  with  reference  to 
the  question,  whether  evidence  of  circumstances 
may  not  be  adduced,  to  shew  that,  notwith- 
standing the  marriage  was  regular  in  facie  ecclesia^ 
and  though  you  cannot  attack  it  on  the  general 
ground  either  of  force  or  fear,  (the  point  is  a  very 
singular  one — the  point  is  a  very  important  one 
in  its  decision  one  way  or  the  other)  whether  it 
is  not  consistent  with  the  law  of  Scotland,  that 
even  where  there  is  no  force  or  fear,  there  may 
yet  be  circumstances  which  shall  give  the  parties 
a  right  to  deny  the  intention  of  being  married 
persons,  though  they  went  through  the  ceremony 
regularly  ?  and  I  mention  this,  because  I  do  not 
see  kow  this  House  can  either  affirm  or  disaffirm 
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1828.      the  judgment  of  the  Court  below,  without  taking 
Iachbiu.    notice  of  some  parts  of  the  contents  of  the  inter- 
KAMUttiMu  ^^^^'^^®  which  have  been  pronounced,  bearing 
reference  to  that  most  important  point. 

Under  these  circumstances,  therefore,  it  appears 
to  me  proper,  humbly  to  advise  your  Lordships 
to  call  upon  the  counsel  at  the  bar,  if  they  are 
now  prepared  so  to  do,  to  go  through  the  caiEie 
upon  its  merits ;  or  if  they  are  not  now  prepared 
so  to  do,  to  mention  some  day  on  which  it  will  be 
convenient  for  them  to  undertake  to  go  through 
the  merits,  and  I  propose  to  your  Lordships  that 
that  course  should  be  adopted.  My  Lords,  I 
would  just  mention  that  this  is  not  an  action  of 
declarator  concluding  for  a  divorce,  but  it  is  an 
action  of  declarator  by  a  person  stated  to  have 
conducted  himself  in  the  manner  I  mentioned, 
concluding  for  what  we  should  call  a  restitution 
of  conjugal  rights.  Nor  is  it  an  action  of  decla- 
rator of  any  other  species,  where  upon  the  proof 
of  the  marriage  civil  rights  of  property  are  to  be 
enforced. 

Upon  this  motion,  >  it  was  ordered  that  the 
appeal  should  stand  over  for  week. 


On  the  14th,  18th,  20th,  and  25th  of  March,  the 
case  was  argued  upon  the  merits. 

For  the  Appellant — It  was  argued,  that  the  con- 
duct of  the  parties,  although  it  could  not  annul  a 
regular  marriage,  was  evidence  that  there  was  no 
serious  consent  in  a  solemnization  which  was  not 
in  all  respects  regular,  and  the  following  authori'- 
ties  were  cited:  Campbell  v.  Cochrane,  D.  P.  31st 
Jan.  1753 ;  1  Ersk:  6.  IQ;  I  Bank.  5. 23 ;  Cameron 
Diet.  12680;  Allan,  llth  Aug.  1773;  Mclnnes, 
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Diet  12683;  Taylor,  Z>irf.  12687;  McLauchlan,      1828. 
Diet.  12693;   McGregor,  Diet.  12697;  Napier,     ^^^^^ 
(see  the  case  of  Dairy m  pie)  Sarictius  de  Matrimonto  ;         *• 
Haggard's  Rep.  2. 280;  Hailes;  Tait  on  Evidence; 
Forbes,  Diet.  16718;  Murray,  Diet.  16741. 

For  the  Respondent — It  was  contended  that  the 
marriage  being  regular  in  facie  ceelesiiB,  consent 
was  necessarily  implied  in  the  act  itself,  and  could 
not  be  controverted  by  circumstances  of  conduct 
as  evidence  of  the  want  of  consent  The  authori- 
ties were:  1  Ersk.  6.  10;  Mclnnes  qud  supri; 
Taylor  q.  s. ;  McLauchlan  q.  s. ;  McGregor  q.  s. ; 
Napier,;.^.;  McKenzie,  F.  C.  8th  March,  1810; 
Niven,  Fount.  1.  501;  Tait  onEvid.;  Barber, 
Diet.  16742;  Young,  Id.  16743;  Hailes*  Canon ; 
Hume  on  Crimes,  1. 462.  2. 329;  Mogg,  Addam's  * 
Rep.  2;  Fletcher,  Coxe's  Rep.;  Hailes' Rep.  1. 
661 ;  Elchies  No.  7.  Voce  Proof. 

In  the  course  of  this  argument.  Lord  Eldon  en- 
quired whether  the  words,  *'  and  decern,"  in  the 
interlocutor  of  the  Commissaries,  were  applicable 
to  the  whole  of  the  conclusions  of  the  summons; 
and  observed,  that  if  the  interlocutor  of  the  Court 
of  Session  was  to  be  understood  as  not  having 
yet  determined  the  question  of  adherence,  it  could 
not  be  discussed  in  the  House  as  an  original  ques- 
tion for  its  judgment.  He  also  observed  that  the 
question,  whether  the  fact  of  consent  could  be 
controverted,  was  very  important  to  be  argued ; 
that  in  the  Dalrymple  case  it  was  not  necessary 
to  determine  that  question ;  that  certain  expres- 
sions in  the  interlocutor  of  the  Commissaries  in 
this  case,  and  the  judicial  arguments  in  the  Court 
of  Session,  led  to  the  inference  that  evidence  ; 
might  be. admitted  on  the  questipn  of. consent,  i 
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1828.      eren  if  it  were  conceded  that  tiie  m«mage  was 
regular.    He  also  suggested  an  objection,  that  the 
judgment  was  for  a  good  marriage  at  Edinburgh, 
while  ^the  summons  alleged  a  good  marriage  at 
Holy  town ;  that  if  the  first  was  good,  'the  seocmd 
was  only  a  form ;  that  both  could  not  he  good, 
nor  proof  of  a  second  valid  marriage  be  propevly 
given,  lupon  a  summons  which  alleged  a  prior 
valid  marriage ;  that  the  question  upon  the  first 
should  have  been  disposed  of  by  the  judgment, 
that  it  might  be  consistent  with  the  pleadings; 
that  the  evidence  was  inconsistent  with  the  sum- 
mons, for  the  certificate  c^  banns  was,  that  the 
piarties  were  **  free  and  unmarried ; "  that  as  there 
was  no  judgment  on  that  part  of  the  summoas 
which  alleged  a  marriage  at  Holytown,  if  the 
House  should  reverse  the  interlocutor,  the  Re- 
spondent might  bring  a  new  action,  insisting  upon 
the  marriage  at  Holytown ;  that,  in  English  plead- 
ing, if  a  declaration  should  allege  a  marriage  in 
Scotland,  and  then,  as  in  this  case,  that  a  marriage 
was  celebrated  in  England,  to  make  good  the 
marriage  in  Scotland,   proof  of  the  marriage  in 
Scotland  would  negative  the  allegation  of  the 
marriage  in  England. 


At  the  conclusion  of  the  argument.  Lard  Eldm 
said,  that  as  to  the  objection  raised  by  him,  with 
respect  to  the  proceeding  upon  a  summons  having 
two  objects,  he  had  been  misled,  by  not  having 
read  ^the  petition  of  appeal,  which  was  regularly 
founded  upon  the  provisions  of  the  act  of  Parlia- 
ment, which  authorizes  an  appeal  to  the  House 
afiber  an  interlocutor  has  been  pronounced,  which 
mspf  JMMte  a^  material  effect  upon  the  ulterior  pr^ 
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qeedings  in  the  Court  below ;  but  that  there  was     ^  1888. 
iiething  m  the  act  which  prevented  the  House 
firom  remitting  the  case  to  the  Court  below,  with 
a  direction  that  they  should  give  a  judgment  upon 
the  question  of  adherence. 

The  case  was  then  adjourned  for  further  con- 
aideration. 


MACNBIU. 

V. 

MAC«RBCIQB« 


On  the  13th  of  May,  1828,  the  case  was  again 
brought  on,  when  the  following  observations  were 
laade  in  moving  the  judgment. 

Earl  Lauderdale. — My  Lords,  this  is  an  action 
of  declarator  of  marriage,  brought  by  Malcolm 
Bfacgregor,  a  man  of  very  low  birth,  and  of  dis- 
tinguished immorality  of  character,  against  Mary 
Black  Macneill,  the  natural  daughter  of  the 
Beverend  Doctor  Macneill,  a  clergyman,  in  re- 
spect of  immorality  of  conduct,  certainly  worthy 
c£  BUBtaining  the  relation  of  father-in-law  to  the 
Parsuer,  who  by  this  declarator  aims  at  the 
honour  of  becoming  his  son-in-law. 

On  the  first  interlocutor  of  the  Commissaries,  I 
only  wish  to  call  your  attention  at  present  to  the 
circumstance,  that  the  finding  is  completely  dif- 
ferent from  the  allegation  in  the  summons  and 
condescendence ;  for  they  allege  that  a  regular 
marriage  was  celebrated  at  Edinburgh,  to  give 
form  and  effect  to  the  private  marriage  which 
WBB  alleged  to  have  taken  place  at  Holytown. 

.  Now,  before  calling  your  attention  to  the  par- 
ticular grounds  upon  which  I  shall  humbly  offer 
to  your  Lordships  my  reasons  for  thinking  that 
those  interlocutors  ought  not  to  be  affirmed,  I 
wjish  to  call  your  Lordships'  attention  shortly  to 
the  outline  of  this  ewe. 
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1828.  It  appears  that  this  Mr.  Macgregor  was  married 

MACNiiu.  '^  *^^  step-daughter  of  a  woman  of  the  name  of 
^-  ^  Christian  Robertson,  to  whom  Miss  Mary  Black' 
Macneill  was  given  in  charge  to  be  nursed ;  from 
that  time,  though  she  returned  again  to  her 
mother's  house,  with  whom  she  lived  to  the  age 
of  twenty-three,  Miss  Mary  Black  Macneill  seems 
to  have  frequented  principally  the  society  of 
Mrs.  Christian  Robertson ;  her  step-daughter,  the 
wife  of  Mr.  Macgregor;  of  another  daughter, 
Margaret  Robertson;  a  type-founder  of  the 
name  of  Macnaughton,  and  his  wife,  another 
daughter  of  Christian  Robertson;  and,  lastly, 
of  a  cousin  pamed  Janet  Nicholson,  by  whom  it 
appears  that  Mr.  Macgregor,  after  the  death  of 
his  first  wife,  the  daughter  of  Christian  Robert- 
son, had  two  natural  children,  if  indeed  there  is 
not  evidence  in  the  case  that  he  was  married  to 
her ;  because  your  Lordships  will  find  that,  in  the 
course  of  the  examination  of  this  Janet  Nichol- 
son, though  she  asserts  broadly  that  she  never 
had  confessed  it,  either  to  Mr.  JoUie,  or  to  Mary 
Black  Macneill,  and  though  she  is  asked  by  the ' 
examiner  whether  she  ever  confessed  it  to  any 
body  else?  the  examiner  has  carefully  abstained 
from  putting  the  question  direct,  whether  she 
actually  was  married. 

In  such  society,  your  Lordships  cannot  sup- 
pose that  this  unfortunate  woman  got  any  very' 
distinguished  education,  or  that  she  could  con- 
tract habits  other  than  those  which  were  calcu- 
lated to  debase  her  mind ;  but,  in  the  mean  time, 
it  appears  that  this  man,  Mr.  Macgregor,  who 
must  have  been  a  man  of  considerable  art  and ' 
cunning,  though  of  low  birth  and  sttttion,  had ' 
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got  such  an  influence  over  the  mind  of  Dr.  1S28. 
Macneill,  that  in  the  end  of  the  year  1815,  when 
the  mother  of  Miss  Mary  Black  Macneill  died, 
ve  find  him  boasting  that  he  had  used  his  influ- 
ence to  get  Mary  Black  Macneill  acknowledged 
by  her  father,  and  taken  into  his  house.  What 
his  object  was  in  so  doing,  I  think  I  shall  con- 
vince you,  for  I  think  I  will  make  it  impossible 
for  your  Lordships  to  doubt  that  he  at  this  early 
period  laid  the  project,  through  the  influence 
he  had  gained  over  the  mind  of  Dr.  Macneill, 
of  getting  to  himself  Dr.  MacneilFs  property, 
through  the  medium  of  the  hand  of  this  natural 
daughter. 

In  pursuance  of  this  design,  your  Lordships 
will  find  that,  by  Dr.  Macneill's  direction,  some- 
time about  the  middle  of  April,  1816,  he  managed 
to  get  a  deed  executed,  which  gave  to  Mary 
Black  Macneill  the  house  which  Dr.  Macneill  in- 
habited, and  500/.  of  money;  and,  on  the  1st  of 
May  following,  Mr.  Macgregor  got  him  to  ex- 
ecute a  deed,  which  conveyed  to  Mary  Black 
Macneill,  by  disposition  mortis  causa,  his  whole 
landed  property  lying  in  Lanarkshire,  in  the 
neighbourhood  of  Holytown. 

It  was  not  long  before  Mr.  Macgregor  took 
steps  to  follow  out  the  design  which  he  had  thus 
early  formed,  for,  in  the  middle  of  May,  it 
appears  that  he  went  with  Dr.  Macneill  and  his 
daughter,  for  the  purpose  of  giving  his  advice 
concerning  the  management  of  the  property  near 
Holytown,  and  it  is  alleged,  that  there  thie  irre- 
gahur  marriage,  stated  in  the  summons,  took 
place.  How  it  was  irregular,  when  compared 
with  the  marriage  subsequently  contracted  at 
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1828.  Edinburgh/ it  is  very  difficult  to  discover,  bet 
^^^^J^^  cause,  in  neither  was  there  a  proclamation  of 
^-  banns,  and  that  marriage  was  celebrated  befort 
a  clergyman  of  the  church  of  Scotland,  as  wdi 
as  the  other,  and  I  believe  the  most  immoral 
clergyman,  with  the  exception  of  Mn  Joseph 
Robertson,  that  possibly  could  have  been  picked 
out  from  the  members  of  that  church. 

Mr.  Maogregor  states,  that  he  returned  to 
Edinburgh  with  the  family,  on  the  20th  of  May, 
1816,  and  that  the  parties  there  formed  ths 
design  of  celebrating  regularly  the  marriage, 
which  had  been  irregularly  contracted  at  Holy-^ 
town. 

Now,  whether  the  parties  were  or  were  not 
conscious  that  upon  this  occasion  they  had  con^ 
tracted  marriage,  I  shall,  in  stating  the  ^icts  of 
this  case,  submit  to  you  my  opinion  subsequentlfi 
but,  in  the  mean  time,  it  is  sufficient  to  say,  that 
there  is  not  in  the  whole  mass  of  evidence  any  proof 
whatever  that,  from  the  moment  that  that  all^iped 
marriage  was  contracted,  either  of  the  parties 
acted  as  if  they  had  actually  thought  they  had 
been  married  persons.  I  know  very  well  that 
the  Commissaries  have  stated,  that  the  inference 
of  the  Defender's  matrimonial  consent  is  not 
contradicted  by  any  part  of  the  Pursuer's  conduct 
immediately  following  the  marriage  ceremony* 
I  think  there  is  direct  evidence  that  immediatdy 
following  the  marriage  ceremony  there  was  such 
contradictory  conduct,  because  there  is  an  adt 
mission  in  the  action  of  the  sequestration  by 
this  very  Mr.  Macgregor,  that  he  saw  Mr.  Jollb 
and  Mrs.  Jollie  together  within  a  few  days  ci 
the   marriage.     Within  a  few   days   t)f  what 
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marriage  ?  The  marriage  that  he  charges,  is  the  1828. 
marriage  that  he  says  took  place  at  Holytown,  ^!!!^!^i, 
and  if  you  are  to  take  it  to  have  been  to  within  a  ^ 
few  days  of  that,  it  becomes  a  doubt  with  me, 
whether  it  was  before  or  after  the  alleged  cele- 
bration of  this  marriage  at  Edinburgh,  that  this 
meeting  took  place  in  Pelrig  Street,  when  Mr. 
Macgregor  puts  it  beyond  all  controversy  that  he 
never  behaved  subsequently  as  if  he  had  been  a 
married  man ;  because,  he  states  that  from  that 
honr  he  abandoned  her,  and  formed  an  idea  that 
he  would  get  a  divorce.  Thus,  it  is  clear,  that 
even  at  that  early  period,  he  did  not  conduct 
himself  in  such  a  manner  as  to  shew  that  he  was 
conscious  in  his  own  mind  that  he  was  married. 
On  the  other  hand,  it  is  certain  that  the  lady 
from  the  very  first  conducted  herself  in  a  manner 
that  shewed  that  she  had  not  the  most  distant 
ideia  that  she  was  married,  as  sufficiently  appears 
from  her  having  married  within  a  very  few  days 
another  man,  with  the  consent  of  her  father. 
.  If  you  look  at  the  general  outline  of  this  case, 
ybii  will  see  that  Mr.  Macgregor,  having  placed 
himself,  as  he  thought,  in  such  a  situation  that  he 
Alight  assert  his  right,  if  it  turned  out  that  this 
woman  really  possessed  her  father's  fortune,  and 
that  he  might  abandon  her  if  it  turned  out  other- 
Kriie,  (for  that  seems  to  have  been  the  object  of 
Ins  attempt)  abstained  from  doing  any  thing  to 
inert  this  right,  till  he  saw  her  married  to  ano- 
ther man,  till  he  saw  children  bom  of  that  mar- 
riage ;  and  he  then  comes  forward  (thinking  that 
file  was  then  secured  in  the  possession  of  the 
ptoperty,  and  overlooking  the  scandalous  nature 
of  the  attempt)  to  deprive  an  innocent  man  of  the 
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1828.      wife,  to  whom  he  thought  he  was  really  married; 
J]|[^])^    overlooking  also  the  scandalous  nature  of  the 
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attempt  to  transfer  to  himself^  as  his  legitimate 
children,  the  children  of  toother;  or  perhaps 
rather  with  the  view  to  found  some  future  pro- 
ceedings, with  a  view  to  illegitimatize  those  very 
children,  and  deprive  them  of  their  birth-rigfaL 
I  think  your  Lordships  will  perceive,  that  a  more 
scandalous  case  never  was  brought  before  any 
court  of  justice. 

Your  Lordships  must  recollect  that  last  year 
there  was  a  case  discussed  at  your  bar-^I  mean 
that  of  a  Miss  Turner  and  Mr.  Wakefield;  com- 
pare the  circumstances  of  that  case  with  this 
case.  It  is  very  true  that  Mr.  Wakefield  seemed 
to  have  formed  a  scandalous  plan  to  possess  him- 
self of  that  young  lady's  property,  though  he  did 
not  know  her;  but  is  the  disgrace  even  of  that 
attempt,  any  thing  like  Macgr^;or*s  plan  ?  whi<£ 
had  for  its  object,  to  place  himself  in  such  a  situa- 
tion that  he  might,  if  he  found  it  convenient^  at  a 
subsequent  period,  claim  this  woman  as  his  wife, 
to  the  effect  of  annihilating  the  status  of  the  chil- 
dren she  bore  by  another  husband,  and  deprive 
this  man  of  his  wife,  who,  it  does  not  appear,  had 
the  smallest  idea  that  she  really  was  married  to 
Mr.  Macgregor.  *** 

If  on  that  occasion  your  LordshSps  tiiought It 
necessary  to  interpose  in  your  legislative  capacity^ 
I  am  sure  that,  acting  consistently,  it  is  impose 
sible,  before  your  Lordships  could  affirm  thn 
judgment,  that  you  should  not  pause ;  and  that, 
in  your  legislative  capacity,  you  should  not  ^fjpA 
down  a  bill  to  the  other  House  of  Parliament,  to 
dissolve  this  marriage,   and  by  that  means  i^ 
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away  the  chance  of  this  immoral  man  getting  the      18SS. 
fruits  of  the  fraud  that  he  has  attempted  to  com-    J]^^])^ 
nit.    Fortunately,  however,  I  think  I  can  state  to         ** 
you  grounds,  which  will  shew  you,  that  there  is 
no  occasion  to  resort  to  this  extraordinary  means 
of  remedying  the  evil ;  because  I  think  it  is  im- 
possible, when  the  case  is  explained,  not  to  see 
that  you  cannot  affirm  the  decisions  of  the  Court 
below. 

That  you  may  follow  me  the  more  easily 
throughout  the  reasoning  I  am  about  to  submit 
to  you,  I  will  state  to  your  Lordships  the  order  in 
which  it  is  my  intention  to  proceed. 

In  the  first  place,  I  mean  to  submit  to  your 
Lordships,  that  under  the  summons,  as  it  is  drawn, 
it  would  be  impossible  for  your  Lordships  to  af- 
firm the  interlocutors  now  appealed  against.  In 
die  second  place,  I  mean  to  submit  to  your  Lord- 
ships, that  if  the  summons  had  been  otherwise 
drawn,  and  if,  instead  of  charging  an  irregular 
marriage  at  Holytown,  of  which  there  is  not  aa 
atom  of  proof,  if,  instead  of  charging  an  intention 
at  Edinburgh  of  celebrating  a  regular  marriage, 
to  give  effect  to  that  irregular  marriage  at  Holy- 
town,  it  had  been  otherwise  worded,  and  there 
had  been  charged  in  the  summons  an  irregular 
marriage  at  Edinburgh,  that  there  is  not  any 
evidence  that  has  been  produced  upon  this  occa- 
sion, I  mean  any  legal  evidence,  such  as  can 
carry  conviction  to  a  judicial  mind,  that  there 
was  any  marriage  ceremony  at  all  took  place 
upon  that  occasion.  Thirdly,  I  mean  to  submit, 
that  supposing  the  sunmions  had  been  otherwise 
formed,  so  as  to  charge  an  irregular  marriage, 
and  supposing  there  had  been  evidence,  such  as 
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1828.  was  sufficient  to  convince  you  that  a  ceremony 
had  taken  place,  still  the  species  of  ceremony 
«•  proved,  does  not  exhibit  the  existence  of  that 
free,  deliberate,  real  content  to  form  the  conoec* 
tion  of  marriage,  which  the  law  of  Scotland  re* 
quires,  to  give  validity  to  an  irregular  marriage. 
Lastly,  I  shall  very  shortly  call  your  considera- 
tion to  the  cases  that  have  already  been  decided 
in  the  Courts  below,  and  in  this  House,  with  a 
vjiew  to  shew  your  Lordships,  that  you  must 
abandon  every  principle  upon  which  you  have 
heretofore  decided,  if  you  can  possibly  think  of 
affirming  the  interlocutors  in  this  case. 

I  will  not  detain  your  Lordships  upon  the  con- 
clusions of  this  summons.  You  vrill ,  recollect, 
that  when  the  counsel  were  arguing  thi9  ca^e  at 
your  bar,  I  put  to  them  whether  they  could  stata 
any  case  of  this  sort,  any  declarator  of  marriage 
brought  in  Scotland,  that  had  a  conclusion  wh$re 
there  was  a  proof  of  a  second  marriage,  desiring 
it  to  be  ordained  that  the  partiesf  should  adhere 
and  cohabit.  There  is  no  such  case  existing.  It 
is  very  true,  that  Doctor  Lushington  alleged,  at 
first,  the  case  of  Mrs.  Dalrymple ;  but  that  is  not  a 
case  of  a  declarator  of  marriage.  It  was  a  case  of 
an  action  for  restitution  of  conjugal  rights  in  this 
country,  under  rules  of  law  perfectly  different 
from  those  applicable  to  the  present  action.  It  is 
obvious  what  was  the  design  of  this  man  in  so 
framing  hi&  summons,  because  if  he  had  con* 
eluded  for  a  divorce,  her  property,  being  mostly 
heritable  property  in  Scotiand,  on  which  she  was 
enfeft,  he  might  have  lost  his  right  to  that  which 
it  was  his  sole  object  to  acquire;  but  waiving 
that  consideration,  the  interlocutor  finds,  not  that 
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there  was  a  regular  marriage^  but  that  a  marriage  1828. 
was  celebrated  between  the  Defender  and  him,  ^it^]J^ 
by  the  Reverend  Joseph  Robertson.  Is  such  a  ^* 
thing  mentioned  in  the  summons  ?  It  alleges  that 
an  irregular  marriage  was  entered  into  at  Holy- 
town.  There  is  no  finding  that  such  a  marriage 
was  proved.  In  fact,  there  was  not  an  attempt  to 
prove  it  And  the  finding  is  not  of  an  irregular 
marriage  at  Holy  town,  as  alleged  in  the  summons, 
but  of  an  irregular  marriage  at  Edinburgh,  which 
under  the  words  of  that  summons  it  was  impossi- 
ble for  them  regularly  to  pronounce;  and  it  is 
impossible,  for  that  reason,  for  your  Lordships  to 
affirm,  for  before  you  can,  under  this  summons, 
fiad  these  parties  married,  you  must  find,  in  the 
first  place,  evidence  to  convince  you  that  there 
was  an  irregular  marriage  at  Holytown,  of  which 
there  is  not  an  atom  of  proof;  and  then  you  must 
have  evidence  that  that  marriage  derived  further 
efficacy,  and  further  validity  from  the  celebration 
of  a  regular  marriage  at  Edinburgh,  of  which 
diere  is  not,  as  I  shall  shew  to  you,  any  thing  like 
a  proof. 

:  Having  stated  thus  much  upon  the  subject  of 
this  summons,  on  which  I  certainly  could  enlarge 
much,  for  a  more  extraordinary  summons  than 
that  which  has  been  exhibited  to  your  Lordships 
in  this  case,  and  one  more  irregularly  framed,  for 
Uie  purpose  for  which  it  is  intended,  never  was 
drawn ;  I  will  qow  proceed  upon  the  supposition 
that  this  summons  had  been  regularly  formed,  and 
assume  that  this  summons  had  charged  a  marriage 
ceremony  before  Mr.  Joseph  Robertson,  of  Edin- 
burgh. What  evidence  is  there  that  can  justify 
you  in  judicially  finding  that  any  ceremony  what- 
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182S.  ever  took  place?  The  evidence  upon  this  subject 
is  like  the  evidence  in  all  cases  where  there  is  a 
consciousness  of  deficiency  of  proof,  very  various 
in  its  nature.  The  attempt  seems  to  be,  to  patch 
up  with  one  sort  of  evidence  the  deficiences  which 
they  are  conscious  of  in  another  sort  of  evidence ; 
for  you  have  an  attempt  to  establish  it  by  docu- 
mentary proof,  you  have  an  attempt  by  the  evi- 
dence of  witnesses  to  establish  the  fact,  and  lastly, 
you  have  an  attempt  to  establish  it  by  resting 
upon  the  admission  of  the  party. 

With  regard  to  the  documentary  evidence,  I 
must  submit  to  your  Lordships  that  there  never 
were  documents  more  deficient  tendered  to  a 
Court,  with  a  view  to  produce  conviction^  upon 
any  subject.  In  the  first  place,  you  have  pro- 
duced to  you  a  paper,  intituled  a  registrate  of 
marriage,  and  this  paper  is  produced  to  you  with 
a  view  to  convince  you,  aided  by  the  evidence  of 
Mr.  Bow  and  Mr.  Masson,  that  there  actually 
was  that  which  it  is  impossible  ever  could  have 
existed,  and  which  there  is  no  proof  ever  did 
exist,  a  certificate  of  proclamation  of  banns, 
granted  upon  this  occasion;  when  I  say  it  is  a 
fact  that  never  did  exist,  it  is  confessed  never 
to  have  existed,  by  the  witnesses  brought  for- 
ward. But  it  is  more  material  to  shew  your 
Lordships  that  it  could  not  exist.  You  will  recol- 
lect that  those  parties  returned  firom  Holy  town  on 
Monday,  the  20th  of  May,  and  at  that  time,  it  is 
asserted,  they  first  formed  the  design  of  cele- 
brating this  regular  marriage  in  facie  eccksia. 
On  Thursday,  the  23rd,  they  were  said  to  be 
married :  now,  although  there  could  be  no  inter-^ 
vening  Sunday  between  the  Monday  and  the 
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Thursday,  you  are  desired  to  believe,  upon  the      1828. 
strength  of  those  documents,  that  a  proclamation     m]^^J^^ 
of  banns  actually  took  place,  the  parties  telling   ^;;,^ 
you  a  story  which  makes  it  perfectly  impossible. 

This  registrate  of  marriage  is  in  the  following 
words:  **  Registrate  of  Marriage.  Edinburgh, 
^'  21st  day  of  May,  1816.  Malcolm  Macgregor, 
^'  printer.  Old  Church  parish,  and  Mary  Macneill, 

St.  Cuthbert's  parish,  daughter  of  Doctor  James 

Macneill.     Edinburgh,  3rd  December,    1817. 

Extracted  from  the  Register  of  Marriages  for 

the  City  of  Edinburgh."  Now  it  is  very  mate- 
rial that  you  should  attend  to  the  date  of  the 
registrate  of  marriage,  which  is  the  21st  of  May. 
The  date  of  the  register  of  marriage  is  the  22nd, 
80  that  you  have  two  documents  to  prove  a  fact 
that  is  admitted  not  to  be  true,  and  which  it  is 
sjiewn  cannot  be  true;  these  two  documents 
having  dates  that  would  destroy  their  effect,  even 
were  they  resorted  to,  to  prove  a  fact  not  other- 
wise impeached. 

The  next  documentary  evidence  is  on  a  par,  at 
least,  with  that  which  I  have  already  described ; 
for  you  have  produced  to  you,  a  book  of  private 
memorandums  of  Mr.  Joseph  Robertson's,  a  man 
before  whom,  it  was  proved  in  a  case  in  the  Court 
Session,  in  the  year  1814,  {of  Dow  v.  Adie)  that  a 
private  marriage  was  celebrated,  one  of  the  par- 
ties being  represented  by  a  person  hired  for  the 
purpose. 

This  is  a  book  formed  by  a  man  who  at  that 
time  was  in  prison,  for  having  celebrated  irre- 
gular marriages,  contrary  to  the  act  of  Charles  the 
second,  and  for  the  forgery  of  marriage  lines ;  and 
you  are  desired  to  give  credit  to  this  book^^  there 
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ISSB.      being  upon  the  face  of  it^  obvious  marka  that  a 
great  many  of  the  entries  must  have  been  made  at 

Z: one  and  the  same  time»  ib  one  hand ;  and,  after  all^ 

it  being  only  a&  irregular  private  memoranditm  of 
this  man,  who  was  convicted  of  bad  practices 
with  respect  to  certificates*  But^  my  Lords,  yott 
have  another  dbcument,.  which#  if  this  had  been 
a  regular  register,  kept  by  Mr«  Joseph  Robertson, 
a  man  of  unimpeachable  character,  would  have 
defeated  the  force  of  this  entry;  because  you  have 
a  certificate,  in  the  handwriting  of  this  very  same 
man,  of  the  date  of  the  29th  of  May,  certifying 
that  those  parties  were  married  by  Mr«  Jmepb 
Robertson  on.  the  2gth.  Then  whit  am  I  to  be- 
lieve, if  I  believe  any  thing,  that  is  to  be  infenred 
firem  these  documents  ?  Did  this  marriage  take 
place  on  the  29th  ?  or  did  it  take  place  upon  the 
23rd?  It  is  impossible  for  you  to  discover  upon 
which  day  it  did  take  place;  for  though  it  has 
been  attempted  to  confirm  this  by  the  evidence  of 
witnesses,  you  will  see  that  they  do  not  recollect 
the  date  of  the  marriage.  I  hold,  tiierefore,  that 
it  is  impossible  for  you  to  allow  yoor  minds  to  b^ 
in.  the  smallest  degree,  influenced  by  a  registrate 
of  marriage,  which  is  contradicted  by  the  register 
of  marriage ;  or  by  a  book,  kept  in  the  irregular 
manner  that  I  have  described,  which  is  conbra- 
dieted  by  the  certificate  of  the  person  who 
keeps  it. 

The  parties  were  conscious  that  this  documen* 
tary  evidence  was  not  w^rth  much,  and  conse- 
quently they  have  idied  upon  the  vivd  voce 
evidence  of  Mrs^  Robertson,  the  wife  of  this  man, 
and  of  Miss  Robertson,  his  daughter;  and  it  does 
so  happeo,  (which  ba  worthy  of  remark,  because 
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it  places  those  witnesses  in  a  very  suspicious  1828. 
situation,)  that  the  very  day  on  which  they  were  ^'■■^  ^ 
examined;  was  the  day  on  which  this  man  was  jjf^ 
liberated  from  prison,  and  on  which  his  further 
punishment  of  banishment  was  to  commence. 
They  were,  therefore,  persons  who  had  an  obvious 
interest  to  explain  away  his  conduct,  and  to  make 
it  appear  as  regular  as  possible,  looking  undoub- 
tedly for  some  mitigation  of  the  punishment  which 
the  Court  had  inflicted  upon  him. 

Mrs.  Robertson,  his  wife,  (and  it  is  not  alleged 
that  there  was  any  other  person  present  but  his 
wife  and  his  daughter)  is  the  first  person  examined, 
and  to  the  first  question,  which  was  (Mary  Black 
Macneill  being  pointed  out  to  her)  whether  she 
knew  this  woman,  she  distinctly  says,  that  she 
does  not  know  her,  and  that  she  does  not  recol- 
lect ever  having  seen  her  before.  The  moment 
that  answer  was  given,  the  witness  should  have 
been  sent  out  of  Court,  as  it  was  quite  obvious 
that  no  benefit  could  be  derived  from  her  testi- 
Qiony.  But  that  was  not  the  mode  that  was 
pursued.  Mrs.  Robertson's  recollection  was 
irefreshed,  by  producing  the  book  to  which  I 
have  alluded,  and  reading  to  her  the  entry  of  the 
tnarriage,  in  order  that  she  might,  in  some  de- 
gree, gain  some  recollection  of  the  facts  of  the 
case;  a  proceeding  which  ought  not  to  have 
taken  place,  for  this  book  not  being  itself  evi- 
dence, never  could  have  been  regularly  brought 
forward  to  prompt  the  recollection  of  a  witness, 
they  knew  must  be  willing,  from  her  situation, 
to  say  any  thing  upon  that  occasion.  She  is 
then  asked,  if  she  knew  Mr.  Macgregor.  He  is 
pointed  out  to  her,  and  her  answer  is,  that  she 
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1828.      knows  him  perfectly,  but  she  never  saw  him, 
j^^^J^     either  before  or  after  the  time  on  which,  accord* 

MAcassfiOB  *^8  '^  t^^  entry,  the  marriage  was  celebrated. 
This  seemed  very  extraordinary,  when  she  pro- 
fessed to  have  that  perfect  knowledge  of  his 
person;  it  therefore  naturally  suggested  this 
question :  How  did  she  recollect  a  man  that  she 
had  never  seen  before  or  since?  to  which  her 
answer  is,  ''  Indeed,  I  know  very  little  about  it." 
Now  this  is  one  of  those  witnesses,  who  are 
brought  forward  to  identify  the  parties,  and  I 
wish  to  know,  whether  it  is  possible  for  your 
Lordships  to  say,  that  Mrs.  Robertson's  evi- 
dence can  be  held,  in  the  smallest  degree  to 
contribute  to  your  conviction,  that  Mary  Black 
Macneill  and  Mr.  Macgregor  were  present  on 
the  day  on  which  this  ceremony  is  stated  to  have 
taken  place,  at  Mr.  Robertson's. 

Miss  Robertson  certainly  has  a  more  perfect 
recollection;  when  I  say  a  more  perfect  recol- 
lection, that  is  all  I  possibly  can  say;  because, 
though  she  says  she  knew  Mary  Black  Macneill 
as  Dr.  Macneill's  daughter,  still  it  comes  out  in 
a  future  part  of  her  evidence,  that  she  applied  to 
her  father,  in  the  course  of  the  ceremony  going 
on,  to  know  whether  it  really  was  Dr.  Macneill's 
daughter.  With  regard  to  Mr.  Macgregor,  the 
evidence  is  pretty  nearly  the  same  with  that 
which  her  mother  gives.  The  one  contradicts 
the  other,  both  in  the  fact  of  there  being  a 
lighted  candle,  and  in  the  fact  of  there  being 
marriage  lines ;  and  the  two  agree  in  no  one 
thing  but  a  very  important  fact,  on  which  I 
shall  presently  comment,  that  Mary  Black  Mac- 
neill did  not  utter  a  word  from  the  time  she 
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came  into  Mr.  Robertson's  house  to  the  time  she      1828. 
left  it. 

Taking  then  the  vivd  voce  evidence  in  its  ut- 
most  extent,  you  have  only  the  evidence  of  one 
suspicious  witness,  that  can  tend  in  the  smallest 
degree  to  identify  the  parties  who  were  alleged 
to  be  united  by  this  marriage  ceremony;  and, 
according  to  the  law  of  Scotland,  one  witness  is 
not  sufficient  to  establish  a  fact ;  you  must  con- 
car  with  me,  therefore,  in  thinking  that  there  is 
BO  proof  whatever  upon  which  you  can  rest  a 
judicial  decision,  that  there  was  any  ceremony 
took  place  on  the  23rd  of  May,  1826.  The 
parties  seem,  in  some  degree,  convinced  of  this, 
and,  accordingly,  the  defect  in  the  evidence  is 
made  up  throughout  the  whole  proceeding,  by 
appealing  to  judicial  admissions,  and  to  extra 
judicial  admissions,  which  it  is  proved  Miss  Mary 
Black  Macneill  made. 

Now,  my  Lords,  I  am  at  present  looking  at 
tills  case,  with  a  view  to  ascertain  whether  there 
is  evidence  that  any  ceremony  took  place ;  and, 
therefore,  it  is  needless  now  to  enter  into  the 
'substance  of  those  admissions,  but  I  wish  you  to 
consider  this  question,  whether  it  is  possible  that 
in  a  case  such  as  this,  where  you  have  evidence 
of  a  legal  marriage,  subsequent  to  the  irregu- 
lar one,  said  to  have  been  contracted,  the 
admission  of  the  party  should  be  received  as 
^idence,  that  the  marriage  actually  did  take 
place.  If  such  admissions  are  received  as  suffi- 
cient evidence,  there  is  no  woman  who  has  a 
fiirtune  of  her  own,  and  who  wishes  to  get  rid 
of  her  husband,  to  whom  she  is  married,  and  to 
betake  herself  to  the  arms  of  her  paramour,  that 
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1828.      might  not»  by  connivance,  get  him  to  bring  a 
,J]J^^|JJ|^     declarator  of  marriage,  and  subsequently  establish 

MAocftiooa    ^^  ^^*  ^^  ^  previous  marriage  by  her  own  ad- 
mission*   There  is  perhaps  a  feeling  of  delicacy 
in  the  other  sex,  that  is  not  so  prevalent  in  ours^ 
which  might  prevent  the  frequency  of  such  an 
occurrence ;  but,  if  the  principle  applies  to  one 
sex,  it  applies. also  to  the  other;  and  then  any 
man  who  has  married  a  lady,  who,  bond  ^fide, 
believes  him  to  be  unmarried,  any  man  who  has 
contracted  an  alliance  with  a  family  of  distinc* 
tion,  by  whom  he  has  many  children  bom,  if  he 
takes  a  dislike  to  his  wife,  may  get  a  similar 
proceeding  instituted,  on  the  ground  of  his  having 
engaged  in  a   previous  marriage,  allying  that 
there  is  evidence  of  that  &ct ;  and  then  the  man 
has  only  himself  to  admit  it,  to  the  effect  of  de- 
stroying the  status  of  bis  own  children,  bom  in 
lawful  wedlock,  and  of  ruining  the  reputation  of 
a  woman  of  high  rank,  and  of  great  family  con- 
nection, and  who  never  dreamt  of  any  such  thing. 
Your  Lordships    must  be   convinced   that  thii 
must    be  a  precedent    of  the   most  dangerous 
nature.     It  has  been   stated,   that  the   law  cl 
Scotland,  with    respect   to  divorce,  gives   too 
great  a  latitude,  but,  establish  this  principle,  and 
then  I  will  venture  to  say,  this  House  will  have 
very  little  cause  in  future  to  comment  upon  the 
law  of  divorce  in  Scotland;   because,  this  new 
device  for  obtaining  a  divorce,  would  be  so  much 
more  easy,  and  so  much  more  rapid,  that  I  can 
not  doubt  it  would  totally  supersede  that  law^ 
upon  which  I  have  heard  criticisms  sometimes  in 
Uiis  house,  and  do  it  away  as  effectually  as  if  it 
were  repealed  by  act  of  Parliament. 
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I  must,  therefore,  contend  that,  as  there  is  no  1828. 
mod  voce  evidence,  establishing  that  this  ceremony  kagvbii.l 
took  place,  and  as  the  documentary  evidence  is 
ef  such  a  nature,  that  your  Lordships  cannot 
possibly  rely  upon  it,  and,  as  I  trust  you  will  not 
receive  as  evidence,  the  admissions  of  the  party 
to  prove  such  a  &ct,  that,  in  point  of  fietct,  there 
is  no  legal  evidence  that  any  ceremony  took 
place,  such  as  you  can  say  ought  to  bring  home 
conviction  to  a  judicial  mind.  But,  supposing 
that  you  could  rest  upon  the  admissions  of  this 
lady,  how  £aur  could  the  admissions  promote  the 
object  of  the  Respondent?  The  general  tenor  of 
her  admissions,  amounts  only  to  this,  (here  the 
noble  Lord  read  the  admission.) 
'  Now,  what  does  this  admission  amount  to? 
If  there  wna  a  marriage  before  Mr.  Joseph  Ro- 
bertson, it  was  undoubtedly  an  irregular  marriage, 
and,  in  law,  must  be  considered  as  such.  With- 
out troubling  your  Lordships  with  reference  to 
tibe  reasoning  on  the  law,  as  laid  down  by  Mr. 
Erskine  and  Lord  Bankton;  without  referring  to 
the  opinion  of  Mr.  Hume,  to  the  opinion  of  Mr. 
Oraigie,  to  the  opinion  of  Mr.  Erskine,  of  Mr. 
Clerk,  and  all  the  great  lawyers,  given  in  the 
ease  of  Dalrymple  v.  Dalrymple,  I  will  venture  to 
•ay,  that  I  may  state  this  without  fear  of  con- 
tradiction, that,  in  the  case  of  an  irregular 
Qiarriage  in  Scotland,  it  is  the  practice,  and  it 
is  the  law  of  the  country,  to  take  evidence  of  all 
the  facts  and  circumstances  antecedent  to  the 
alleged  ceremony ;  of  all  the  facts  and  cir- 
Qomatances  pending  the  ceremony,  and  all  the 
fiucts  igid  circumstances  of  the  conduct  of  the 
parties  subsequently  to  the  ceremony  i  and  that^ 
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1828.  from  a  complex  view  of  all  these  circumstances, 
you  are  to  infer,  whether  that  real  and  deliberate 
consent  was  given,  which  constitutes  marriage ; 
and  in  doing  this,  you  do  not  resort  to  the  con- 
duct of  the  parties  subsequent  to  the  ceremony, 
for  the  purpose  of  undoing  a  marriage  contracted, 
but  for  the  purpose  of  learning  whether  the  parties 
did,  or  did  not,  by  their  conduct,  exhibit  a  con- 
scious feeling  that  no  such  ceremony  had  taken 
place  between  them,  as  was  sufficient  to  lead 
them,  in  their  own  minds,  to  the  conclusion  that 
they  were  married  persons.  Ix)okmg.  in  this 
case,  at  the  conduct  of  the  parties  before  the  ce- 
remony; looking  at  the  circumstances  proved  at 
the  time  of  the  ceremony ;  and  looking  at  the 
conduct  of  the  parties  subsequently,  there  is  not 
a  case  in  all  the  books,  where  there  is  half  the 
mass  of  evidence  to  shew  that  the  parties  did  not 
think  a  marriage  was  to  take  place;  to  shew 
that  the  circumstances  which  attended  the  cere« 
mony  ought  not  to  lead  us  to  feel  that  a  free 
consent  had  been  given;  and,  undoubtedly,  to 
shew  by  the  conduct  of  the  parties  subsequently, 
that  neither  the  one  nor  the  other  ever  con- 
ducted themselves,  in  any  one  instance,  in  such 
a  manner  as  to  lead  any  reasonable  mind  to 
conclude  that  they  felt  that  a  consent  had  been 
given. 

How  does  the  evidence  stand  ?  I  will  not  go 
through  it  in  detail,  it  would  take  up  too  much 
of  your  time  to  read  it,  but,  I  have  made  some 
short  extracts,  to  shew  that  Mr.  Macgregor  him- 
self, antecedent  to  this  alleged  ceremony  taking 
place,  uniformly  held  that  there  was  Qot  the 
smallest  chance  that  he  should ixiarry  this  woman; 
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that  he  knew  she  was  pre-engaged  to  Mr.  JoUie.  .^^• 
Upon  this  subject,  you  have  the  evidence  of  a 
witness,  who  cannot  be  suspected,  Mrs,  Chris- 
topher Robertson,  the  step-mother  of  Mr.  Mac- 
gregor's  first  wife,  who  states  this,  "  Mr.  Mac- 
gregor  told  me  he  had  been  with  them  in  the 
West  Country ; "  a  circumstance  which  shews 
the  probable  date  of  this  communication :  "  I 
^'  asked  him  if  he  was  going  to  be  married  to  the 
"  Defender?  he  said  no.  Dr.  Macneill  says  he 
'*  thinks  I  will  be  the  man,  but  I  think  it  will  be 
*'  Mr.  Jollie,  for  I  know  her  pre-engagement  to 
**  him^"  Margaret  Robertson,  the  daughter  of 
this  Mrs.  Christian  Robertson,  states  that  she 
was  present  when  her  mother  had  this  conver- 
sation, and  she  proves  the  same  thing  to  have 
taken  place. 

John  Carr  says  that  he  was  walking  towards 
Leith,  in  company  with  the  Respondent  Macgre- 
gor,  and  John  Manderson,  a  witness  cited  for  the 
Appellant,  and,  upon  returning  back  again,  they 
met,  towards  the  head  of  Leith  Walk,  Mr.  Jollie 
and  Mary  Macneill.  That  Macgregor  stopped,  and 
had  some  conversation  with  Mary  Macneill  and 
Mr.  Jollie,  and  upon  his  joining  the  deponent  and 
Manderson,  the  deponent  asked  him  if  Mr.  Jollie 
and  Mary  Macneill  were  married,  to  which  he 
replied,  that  they  were  not  married,  but  that  they 
would  shortly  be  so.  Not  therefore  contemplating 
his  marriage,  but,  in  conformity  to  the  testimony 
of  the  witness,  already  quoted,  stating  that  such 
a  marriage  never  would  take  place,  because  she 
was  previously  attached  to  Mr.  Jollie,  and  that 
the  marriage  would  soon  take  place  between  Mr. 
Jollie  and  her. 
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1828.  Mrs.  Macna,ughtoo,  another  daughter  of  Mrs. 

Robertson,  states,  in  confirmation  of  her  mother 
!*-«^-    and  sister,  that  she  heard  Macgregor  say  that  Mr. 
JoIIie  would  be  the  man,  that  she  knew  of  his 
pre-engagement  with  Mr.  JpUie ;  and,  afterwards, 
you  have  a  witness  beyond  aU  suspicion,  I  might 
almost  say,  one  who.  stands  in  the  situation  of 
being  the  only  witness  beyond  suspicion,  I  mean 
Dr.  Robertson,  the  clergyman  who  is  supposed 
to  have  performed  the  ceremony  of  marriage, 
betwixt  Mary  Black  Macneill  and  Mr*  «^Uie, 
who  says  that  a  general  report  had  taJ^en  place 
in  theparishf  that  Mary  Black  Macneill  ioas  to  be 
married  to  Mr.  Jollie.*    How  then  does  the  evir 
dence  stand  antecedent  to  the  marriage  ?    If  it 
had  been  to  be  proved  from  circurdstances  aiil;e- 
cedent  to  the  marriage,  that  there  was  a  design 
of  marriage  with  Mr.  Jollie,  you  would  have  had 
satisfactory  proofs,  but,  with  reference   to  Mr. 
Macgregor,  there  is  not  any  one  circumstance 
which  does  not  go  to  shew  that  he  himself  actu- 
ally believed  that  it  never  would  take  place. 

Now,  my  Lords^  what  is  the  proof  of  what  took 
place  at  the  time  of  the  marriage  ?  you  have  this 
plain  matter  of  fact,  that  both  Mrs.  Bobertsdn 
and  Miss  Robertson  say,  that  Mary  Black  Mac- 
neill never  gave  any  consent  whatever ;  that  she 
never  uttered  a  word  during  the  progress  of  the 
ceremony.  I  admit  that  in  the  case  of  a  regular 
marriage,  when  the  parties  come  before  a  cler^ 
gyman,  after  due  proclamation  of  banns,  where 

^  See  Tait  on  the  Law  of  Evidence  in  Scotland,  p.  43 1,  where 
it  18  said  that  proof  by  notoriety,  repute,  or  general  belief,  is 
privileged  hearsay  in  the  service  of  heirs,  kenning  of  widow's 
terce,  and  other  cases,  as  to  the  fact  of  relationship.  So  as  to 
the  shire  jurisdiction,  or  parish,  in  which  lands  He.  But  these 
are  excepted  cases. 
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they  have  giren  their  consent  to  the  marriage,  as  1828. 
expressed  in  the  marriage  settlements,  antecedent  ^cnnL 
to  the  marriage,  that  a  nod  of  the  lady,  or  a  bow  in  ^j^^J[;^^^ 
the  church  would  be  evidence  of  consent;  but, 
where  you  know  that  parties  have  appeared  who 
were  not  the  parties  to  make  that  bow  and  that 
nod,  as  in  the  case  of  Dow  v«  Adie,  where  you 
know  that  every  irregularity  has  taken  place,  and 
has  been  practised,  something  more  is  necessary 
than  that  nod,  which  might  be  sufficient  in  the 
case  of  a  regular  marriage;  it  is  indispensable  that 
consent  should  be  really  expressed,  which  is  not 
the  case,  according  to  the  evidence  we  have  here 
received.  Neither  is  there  any  proof  of  a  con- 
summation ;  Mr.  Macgregor,  indeed,  alleges  that 
he  attended  Mary  Black  Macneill  home  to  her 
father's  house  on  that  day.  Upon  other  occa* 
sions,  where  parties  have  gone  to  the  father's 
house,  and  passed  the  night  in  that  house,  that 
might  be  a  circumstance  to  produce  some  effect, 
but  Mr.  Macgregor  had  a  bed  in  the  house,  he 
was  in  the  regular  habit  of  sleeping  the^^e ;  and 
the  &ct  is,  that  there  being  no  evidence  of  her 
being  in  the  same  bed  with  him  that  night,  which 
might  have  been  proved,.is  rendered  muchstronger 
from  the  circumstance  of  Mr.  Macgregor  having 
a  bed  in  the  house.  The  absence  of  that  t^s- 
timcmy  is  more  remarkable,  for  tkere  was  not  a 
servant  of  the  house  who  might  not  hwre  been 
questioned ;  first,  as  to  whether  Mr.  Mfu^egor 
slept  in  his  own.  bed?  secondly,  as  to  whether  he 
passed  the  night  witii  Maiy  Black  Macneill  ? 
either  of  which  circumstances,  would*  have  led 
to  a  definite  conclnsion  on  this  important  point. 
What  is  the  condusicMii   First,  I  say  you  have 
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1828.  proof  that  the  parties  in  do  respect  contemplated 
^J^[2^L  ^  marriage  antecedent  to  the  aJleged  ceremony; 
V'  secondly,  there  is  absence  of  all  proof  of  con- 
summation,  which,  by  the  by,  is  not  even  alleged 
in  the  summons,  for  there  is  an  aUegation  of  the 
consummation  of  the  marriage  at  Holytown,  but 
not  of  the  marriage  at  Edinburgh. 

Thus  far  then,  I  maintain  that  you  have  no  cir- 
cumstances established,  on  which  a  presumption 
can  be  founded  that,  at  the  time  of  this  irregular 
ceremony,  any  real  consent  was  given  by  the 
parties. 

I  have  already  commented  upon  the  interlocutor 
of  the  Commissary  Court,  wherein  it  is  found 
that  the  inference  of  matrimonial  consent  is  not 
contradicted  by  any  part  of  the  Pursuer's  con- 
duct immediately  following  the  marriage  cere- 
mony. I  have  shewn  your  Lordships,  that  even 
from  the  time  of  the  celebration  of  tiie  marriage, 
the  conduct  of  Mr.  Macgregor,  and  the  conduct 
of  Mary  Black  Macneill  was  such  as  to  satisfy 
any  body  that  they  were  conscious  of  not  being 
married  persons.  From  the  time  of  this  marriage 
Mr.  Macgregor  was  in  the  habit  of  regularly  vi- 
siting Mr.  and  Mrs.  JoUie,  there  are  no  less  than 
eight  witnesses  who  prove  being  present  when 
they  heard  him  drink  their  health  as  Mr.  and 
Mrs.  JoUie;  There  are  witnesses  who  state  dis- 
tinctly that  they  recollect  seeing  Mr.  Macgregor 
having  a  pair  of  new  gloves;  John  Carr,  says,  ac- 
cording to  the  best  of  his  recollection,  Macgregor 
said  he  had  received  the  gloves  as  a  present  at  the 
marriage  of  Mr.  Jollie.  This  man,  who  tells  you 
he  was  married  ujpon  the  23rd  of  May ;  who  tells 
you  that  a  few  days  after  he  took  such  an  aversion 
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to  this  Woman,  on  account  of  her  conduct  in  Pelrig  1^. 
Street  with  Mr.  Jollie,  that  he  formed  the  reso- 
lution of  divorcing  her,  though,  afterwards,  he 
brings  an  action  for  adherence ;  this  man,  1  say, 
18  proved,  on  the  13th  of  June,  within  a  few  days 
of  this,  to  have  received  a  present  of  gloves  upon 
the  occasion  of  her  marriage  to  another  man. 
You  have  this  Mr.  Macgregor  sitting  in  the  same 
seat  at  church,  listening  to  divine  service,  and 
afterwards  walidng  home,  to  enjoy  conviviality 
with  Mr.  and  Mrs.  JoUie  for  the  rest  of  the  even- 
ing. Is  it  possible  to  believe  that  there  can  exist 
such  profligacy  as  that,  this  man  knowing  that  he 
was  married  to  her,  sits  in  church  with  the  adult- 
erer and  adulteress,  and  goes  home  with  Mr.  and 
Mrs.  JoUie,  to  enjoy  conviviality  during  the  rest 
of  the  evening,  drinking  to  their  healths  as  such  ? 

Must  you  not,  under  such  circumstances,  think 
that  a  man  who  could  so  conduct  himself,  must 
have  believed  and  known  that  the  marriage  cere- 
mony was  not  a  ceremony  that  could  be  binding? 
That  in  fact  the  parties  had  never  given  consent ; 
on  that  ground  his  conduct^  may  be  explicable, 
but,  on  any  other  ground,  it  is  impossible  to  be- 
lieve that  he  could  conduct  himself  in  a  manner 
so  profligate  and  disgraceful. 

Mrs.  Margaret  Miller  tells  you  •*  that  the  day 
**  before  Dr.  Macneill's  funeral,  she  put  the  ques- 
"  tion  to  Mr.  Macgregor,  who  it  was  married  Mr. 
**  and  Mrs.  JoUie  ?  to  which  the  Pursuer  an- 
"  swered  that  it  was  Dr.  Robertson,  minister  of 
**  South  Leith;  and  the  Pursuer,  at  the  same 
''  time,  mentioned  that  he  was  personally  present 
*'  at  the  ceremony."  If  you  believe  this  witness, 
surely  there  never  did  exist  such  a  state  of  facta 
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1S28.      in  the  world :  but  as  none  of  the  other  witnesses 
]]|^[^^^    seem  to  think  he  was  present  at  the  cerenum j. 
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the  leaning  of  my  mind  is  to  the  conclusion  that 
he  was  not  present  at  the  ceremony,  but  that  he 
very  soon  afterwards  knew  it.  That  he  actually 
accepted  gloves  is  beyond  all  doubt ;  that  he 
frequented  the  society  of  the  parties,  heard  them 
drinking  to  the  health  of  Mrs.  JoUie,  and  drank 
to  her  himself  in  that  capacity ;  that  he  went, 
according  to  the  evidence  of  Mr.  Hughes,  and 
Mr.  Nicholson,  thie  tailor,  with  Jollie  on  the  oc- 
casion of  the  death  of  Doctor  MacneiH,  accepted 
mourning,  which  Mr.  JolUe  presented  him  with, 
and  whidi  Hughes  and  NiclK)lson  both  state  him 
to  have  received,  is  equally  undoubted. 

Though  these  £acts  are  strong  enough  te*  carry 
conviction  to  asiy  oile's  mind,  that  it  is  not  in 
huttian  nature  that  a  womai^  should  have  con- 
ducted herself  in  the  manner  that  this  woman  is 
supposed  to  have  done,  if  she  was  conscious  thai 
a  marriage  ceremony  had  taken  place ;  or  that  a 
man  should  have  conducted  himself  in  the  way 
that  Mr.  Macgregor  did  if  he  had  been  conscious 
that  the  marriage  ceremony  took  place;  you 
have  still  stronger  circumstances  that  lead  to  th* 
same  conclusion,  foi^  in  the  month  of  October 
following  this  marriage,  Mr.  Bfacgregor  again 
attends  Dr.  Macneill,  to  advise  with  him  in  tbe 
management  of  his  property  at  Stevenston,  ac* 
companied  by  hisdaii^ter  and  Mr..  Jollie;  and 
you  hare  the  evidence  of  Mary  HaMiis,  the  maid 
of  the  inn,  who  proves  that^  there  bding  only  a 
double-bedded  roomv  Mr.  ahd  Mrs;  JoUie  slept 
in  the  one  bed^  and  Mr.  Macgregor  in  the  other. 
Caft  you  believe  that  this  Mm  thought  Umslelf  at 
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that  time  miatrried  to  Mrs.  JoUie  on  the  23rd  of      1828. 
May  ?    Is  it  possible  that  he  would  not  have  run     ^J^^JJ^ 
from  the  place,  and  sought  a  bed  any  where,  and 
even  slept  ob  straw,  rather  than  have  disgraced 
himself  by  sleeping  in   a  bed,  and  seeing  the 
adulterer  and  adulteress  (which  they  must  in  his 
estimation  have  been,  if  he  had  thought  he  was  a 
married  man)  enjoyiiig  those,  rights  which  he  had 
exclusively  the  privilege  to  enjoy,  in  bed  in  the 
same  room  Witii  him  ?  I  say,  therefore,  that  when 
you  look  at  the  evidence  which  has  been  pro- 
duced in  this  case,  with  reference  to  the  conduct 
of  the  parties  before  marriage,  the  evidence  which 
is  adduced  with  reference  to  their  conduct  at  the 
marriage,  and  the  evidence  that  is  produced  of 
their  subsequent  conduct,  it  db^ws  you  that  there 
is  no  reason  to  duspiect  that  there  wajs  any  con- 
sciousness immediately  before  or  after  thle  sii^ 
posed  marriage,  or,,  at  the  tihie  at  which  it  took 
place,  that  they  had  really  contracted  mai^riage. 
If  it  had  been  otherwise,  it  is  impossible  there 
should  hot  hav6  been  sotne  evidehce  tb  shiew  that 
the  parties  had  consumhiated  the  marriage  which 
has  been  charged  in  the  summons ;  and  lastly,  it  ap- 
pears that  there  nevisr  .were  any  two  people,  wJio 
conducted  themselves  in  a  manner  tending  inbire 
strongly  to  induce  you  to  believe  that  they  were  hot 
married  people,  and  to.  create,  a  positive  belief,  that 
they  themselves  never  thought  that  thie  cereihbny 
was  binding:  certain  it  is,  that  they  never  for  one 
moment  acted  upon  it  as  if  it  had  bden  suph. 

It  is  impossible  undef  this  summons,  drawn  as; 
it  is,  to  afSrm  the  decision  of  the  Gotirt  of.  Ses- 
sion, which  is  declajt^tory  of  a  fact  that  is  tiot  even 
sieged ;  or  to  find  that  th6re  is  any  legal  evidence. 
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1828.  such  as  ought  to  convince  a  judicial  mind,  that 
any  ceremony  took  place  at  Edinburgh ;  or  that 
^'  the  ceremony,  such  as  it  is,  which  the  evidence 
attempts  to  persuade  you  did  take  place,  is  a  ce- 
remony from  which  you  can  infer  that  deliberate 
consent  immediately  to  enter  into  marriage,  which 
the  law  of  Scotland  requires. 

I  will  call  your  attention  to  one  or  twa  of  the 
cases  which  have  been  cited,  to  shew  your  Lord- 
ships the  spirit  of  the  decisions  which  have  here- 
tofore been  made  in  this  House,  and  before  the 
Court  of  Session.  We  have  in  the  books,  cases 
similar  to  this  in  one  respect,  viz.  cases  of  decla- 
rator of  marriage  where  a  second  marriage  avow- 
edly took  place,  such  as  the  case  of  Malcolm  v. 
Cameron,  and  Napier  v.  Napier;  and  it  is.  very 
important  that  you  should  advert  to  the  evidence 
which  Mr.  Hume  gives  in  the  case  of  Dalrympkv. 
Dalrymple:  you  will  there  see,  that  in  those  two 
cases  he  states  that  the  principal  ground  of. deci- 
ding against  the  first  marriage,  was  because  the 
parties  lived  in  the  same  town,  and  had  allowed  a 
second  marriage  to  take  place,  and  had  allowed  a 
length  of  time  to  pass,  the  second  marriage  being 
unchallenged.  How  much  stronger  is  this  case, 
which  exhibits  a  person  living  in  the  same  house, 
and  accepting  gloves  on  occasion  of  the  second 
marriage  ceremony,  daily  frequenting  the  society, 
and  living  in  habits  of  intimacy  with  the  parties 
contracting  the  second  marriage,  and  actually 
sleeping  in  the  same  bed  room  with  them  ?  To 
be  sure  this  is  indisputably  a  much  stronger  case 
than  that  of  Napier  v.  Napier,  yet  in  that  ca^e.  the 
circumstances  were  found  sufficient  to  induce  the 
Court  to  decide  against  the  validity  of  the  first 
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marriage,  though  there  were  strong  circumstances      18^* 
to  prove  consent  in  the  case  of  the  first  marriage. 
You  have  then  the  case  of  Patrick  Taylor  v. 
KellOf  decided  in  this  House.    In  that  case»  the 
parties  exchanged  mutual  declarations,  sucl)  as  if 
it  had  not  been  for  their  conduct,  either  before  or 
after  the  time  of  marriage,  (which  the  Court  al- 
ways takes  into  consideration,  pronouncing  upon 
a  complex  view  of  the  whole  case)  would  in  their 
judgment  have  constituted  a  marriage  in  the  law  of 
Scotland.    The  writings  they  interchanged  were 
to  the  following  effect.    The  lady  signed  this: 
•'  Skirling  Mill,  February  the  16th,  1779.   I  here- 
"  by  solemnly  declare  you,  Patrick  Taylor  in 
'*  Brickenshaw,  my  just  and  lawful  husband,  and 
''  remain  your  affectionate  wife."    He  on  his  part 
signed  a  similar  paper,  and  signed  himself  her 
affectionate  husband.    An  action  of  declarator 
having  been  brought  in  the  Court  below,  the  mar- 
riage was  held  to  be  valid ;  and  it  came  to  your 
Lordships*  House,  but  it  appearing  to  you,  that 
at  the  time  of  the  interchange  of  those  letters, 
there  was  an  understanding,  which  was  inferred 
from  the  conduct  of  the  parties,  that  those  letters 
were  to  be  given  up  on  demand,  this  House  re- 
versed the  interlocutor  of  the  Court  below,  and 
found  that  there  was  no  marriage.    Now,  my 
Lords,  how  feeble  is  this  case  in  comparison  to 
that  which  your  Lordships  now  have  before  you  ? 
This  is  not  a  case  where  the  parties  agreed  to 
withdraw  the  written  documents  on  demand,  but 
a  case  where  the  one  party  stands  by,  and  sees 
the  other  party  married,  and  the  other  abso- 
lutely contracts  a  marriage,  and  they  conduct 
themselves  to  one  another  as  if  they  had  never 
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1828.      dreamt  of  the  marriage  ceremony  having  been  per- 
il!S^    formed. 

^.^L.^.  ^^  the  case  of  Mclnnts  v.  Moore,  in  December 
17^81,  the  House  of  Lords  rerersed  the  interlocu* 
tor  oC  the  Commissary  Court,  and  of  the  Court  of 
Se^sioh,  because  it  appeared  that  though  thb  let- 
ters which  tr^re  produced  were  sufficient  to  con- 
stitute marriage,  they  were  written  and  delivered, 
not  with  the  intent  of  contracting  marriage,  but 
with  the  intent  of  getting  the  lady  the  privilege 
of  lying-in  in  the  hoUse  of  her  own  relations. 
Upon  this  ground,  the  House  of  Lords  reversed 
the  judgment,  shewing  that,  in  a  case  where  the 
circumstances  were  infinitely  slighter  thah  that  of 
Macgregor's,  yet  they  were  sufficient  to  destroy 
the  efiect  of  the  consent  to  marriage. 

The  case  of  Macgregor  v.  Campbell  is  k  very 
strong  case.  It  appears  that  Captain  Campbell, 
ab  officer  in  the  amiy,  formed  a  connection  virith 
a  woman  who  was  cohabiting  with  hiih,  that  he 
jtdmitted  his  brother  offi^ef^s,  and  their  wives,  to 
visit  her  as  his  wife,  and  that  she  was  by  habit 
and  repute  received  as  such ;  but  on  the  validity 
of  this  marriage  being  challenged,  it  apjpeared 
that  this  woman  had  actually  received  Wages  and 
livery  meial,  Which  is  board  wage^  accbtding  to 
the  language  of  Scotland ;  that  she  displayed  her- 
self not  as  actittg  in  the  capacity  of  wife,  but  id 
that  of  his  servant.  Upon  that  evidence,  the  in* 
ference  from  other  facts  was  risbutted,  and  it  was 
declared  that  the  marriage  was  invalid,  because 
dhe  continued  to  accept  the  wages  whibE  she  had 
been  in  the  hat)it  bf  receiving  aiitecedcfntly .  HoW 
inuch  strotlger  is  this  case?  Where  thfe  party  is 
proved  to  have  cbniiived  at  a  marriage  with  anb- 
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tber  man,  living  in  habits  of  intimacy  with  his  ai*  ISSS. 
leged  wife,  and  nerer  stating  any  claim  to  her.  ii!l!^J^i. 
'there  is  one  branch  of  evidence  which  has  ^_  *•  ^. 
escaped  me,  and  I  do  not  wish  to  omit  any  thing 
which  can,  either  in  one  way  of  another,  be  deemed 
of  importance.  What  I  allude  to,  is  thd  attempt 
to  establish  in  evidence  the  intention  of  the  partiei^ 
to  nkarry,  as  is  inferred  from  the  evidence  di  Mrs. 
Kinlay,  alias  Shewan.  Mrs.  Kinlay  is  firit  ex- 
amined in  the  yeir  1819,  and  she  tells  a  stdry 
that  she  had  received  from  Mary  Black  Macneill 
three  pieces  of  staff,  for  the  purpose  of  making  a 
gown,  and  a  piece  of  linen  to  make  a  shirt,  in 
contemplation  of  her  marriage,  stating  that,  oil 
that  occasion,  Mary  Black  Macneill  asked  Mrs. 
Kiiilay  to  be  a  bride's  maid ;  when  pressed  whe- 
ther it  was  with  a  view  to  a  marriage  with  Mr. 
Macgregor,  or  Mr.  JoUie,  ihe  declared  in  the  year 
1819,  that  she  could  not  say  which.  This  woobati 
is  again  examined  in  the  year  1823,  and  sotne 
how  or  other,  there  is  a  great  difference  between 
the  year  1819  aiid  the  year  1823 :  in  the  year  18^3 
it  comes  fresh  to  her  mind,  that  it  was  with  si 
view  to  marry  Mr.  Macgregor,  for  she  then,  in  her 
etidence,  states  that  she  recollects  perfectly  when 
she  heard  of  the  marriage  with  Mr.  Jollie,  having 
said  to  Mrs.  Craig,  ''  Good  God,  is  it  possible 
''  she  can  be  married  to  Mr.  JolUe,  when  she 
''  asked  me  to  be  her  bride's  maid  upon  the  occa- 
*'  sion  of  her  niarriage  to  Mr.  Macgrtegor.*'  It  is 
needless  tb  cbnyfnent  upon  the  evidence  of  a  wit- 
hesB  who  stands  in  such  a  suspicious  point  of 
view,  that  in  point  of  fact  she  recollects  distinctly 
in  the  year  1823,  facts  of  which  she  knew  nothing 
in  the  yelir  1^1-9,  reyensitig  the  order  of  human 
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1828.      nature  with  regard  to  recollection ;  but  it  so  hap** 
^J^J^J^j^    pens  that  the  evidence  of  this  woman,  Mrs.  Kin- 
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I«nA.  ^^y»  ^  contradicted  in  other  respects,  because, 
unfortunately  for  her,  she  states  that  she  gave 
that  piece  of  linen  to  be  made  into  a  shirt  to  a 
woman  of  the  name  of  Leslie,  and  Leslie  states 
that  she  recollects  dressing  and  carrying  home 
that  shirt  on  Saturday  night;  it  must  therefore 
have  been  with  a  view  to  the  marriage  of  Mr. 
Jollie,  and  not  with  the  view  to  the  marriage  of 
Mr.  Macgregor,  because  you  will  recollect  that 
Mr.  Macgregor  first  formed  the  design  of  this 
marriage  upon  Monday,  the  20th  of  May,  and  that 
the  marriage,  as  alleged,  did  actually  take  place 
on  the  Thursday  following,  the  23d  of  May,  and 
that  there  could  therefore  be  no  intervemng  Sa- 
turday for  this  shirt  to  be  delivered. 

There  is  anothier  point  which  escaped  my  recol« 
lection,  in  going  over  the  evidence,  I  mean,  the 
details  given  by  Mr.  White,  the  lapidary,  and 
Mr.  Neill,  the  printer,  brought  by  Mr.  Macgregor 
with  a  view  to  shew  that  he,  in  two  instances  at 
least,  subsequent  to  the  marriage  was  acknow- 
ledged in  the  character  of  husband  to  Mary  Black 
Macneill.  Now,  I  confess  to  you,  it  is  impossible 
for  me  to  give  credit  to  either  of  those  witnesses; 
can  I  believe  that  Mr.  Macgregor  brought  his 
friend  Mr.  Neill,  in  the  beginning  of  July,  to  the 
house  of  Dr.  Macneill,  for  the  purpose  of  intro- 
ducing him  to  his  wife,  and  introducing  him  to  a 
person  as  his  wife,  from  whom  he  had  accepted 
gloves  on  her  marriage  with  another  man?  and 
that  he  introduced  him  to  a  person  as  his  wife,  of 
whom  he  had  expressed  his  disgust,  in  conse- 
quence of  the  interview  in  Pelrig  Street,   and 
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declared  a  fixed  and  settled  intention,  as  early  as  1828. 
possible  of  divorcing  her  ?  The  story  is  not  cre- 
dible, and  it  is  totally  inconsistent  with  the  other 
facts  proved,  of  his  drinking  her  health  as  Mrs. 
JoUie,  and  associating  with  her  and  Mr.  Jollie, 
they  living  as  man  and  wife. 

Neither  can  I  believe  the  evidence  of  White, 
the  lapidary :  indeed  the  whole  force  of  it  depends 
on  whether,  at  the  time  of  uttering  the  words  im- 
puted to  Dr.  Macneill,  he  was  looking  at  Mr. 
Macgregor,  or  at  his  daughter ;  if  Dr.  Macneill, 
looking  at  Mary  Black  Macneill,  who  was  in 
the  room  at  the  time,  said,  **  you  will  get  it  all 
'*  by  and  bye,''  the  thing  is  quite  clear;  and  that 
is  much  more  probable,  under  the  circumstances 
of  the  case,  than  that  he  was  directing  his  eyes 
towards  Mr.  Macgregor.  Consider  the  whole 
detail  of  Dr.  MacneilFs  conduct,  when  present  at 
the  marriage  of  Mr.  JoUie.  Dr.  Robertson,  the 
minister  of  North  Leith,  distinctly  proved,  that 
Dr.  Macneill  told  him  that  he  would  take  his  part 
in.  giving  away  his  daughter;  that  he  said  to  Dr. 
Robertson,  in  reply  to  some  observations  of  his, 
that  he  had  done  a  great  deal  for  the  parties,  and 
he  would  do  more.  Can  you  believe  that  this 
man,  within  two  days  or  three  days  of  this  having 
taken  place,  went  to  Mr.  White,  the  lapidary,  for 
the  purpose  of  declaring  that  Macgregor,  instead 
of  JoUie,  was  married  to  his  daughter,  and  uttering 
the  sentence  that  he  is  said  to  have  uttered,  with 
a  view  to  express  that  the  whole  of  his  fortune 
would  belong  to  Mr.  Macgregor  ?  or  is  it  not  more 
reasonable  to  believe  that,  in  point  of  fact,  all  he 
meant  to  sayjupon  that  occasion  was,  fixing  his 
eyes  on. his  daughter,  ."  It.Mfill  all  be  yours"? 
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18^.  that  the  said  Mary  Black  Macneill,  and  the  said 
Malcolm  Macgregor,  did  at  that,  or  at  any  other 
time,  voluntarily,  and  deliberately  express  that 
mutual  consent  immediately  to  contract  marriage, 
which,  by  the  law  of  Scotland,  is  necessary  to 
give  validity  to  an  irregular  marriage.  That,  on 
these  grounds,  this  House  reverses  all  the  inter- 
locutors complained  of,  and  remits  the  cause  to 
the  Court  of  Session,  with  instructions  to  the 
Commissary  Court  to  dismiss  the  action  of  decla- 
rator of  marriage. 

It  would  be  sufficient  merely  to  state  that  you 
assoilzie  the  defendant,  Mary  Black  Macneill,  from 
all  conclusions  therein ;  but,  in  this  case,  I  should 
prefer  adopting  the  form  to  dismiss  this  declara- 
tor, raised  at  the  instance  of  the  pursuer  Malcolm 
Macgregor,  by  summons,  of  the  date  of  the  25th 
of  March,  1818,  absolving  the  Appellant,  Mary 
Black  Macneill,  from  the  conclusions  thereof,  that 
she  should  be  declared  married  to  the  said  Mal- 
colm Macgregor. 

Lord  Eldon. — My  Lords,  if  this  was  not  one  of 
the  most  important  cases  that  has  ever  occurred, 
in  the  course  of  my  experience,  before  any  Court 
of  judicature,  I  should  be  perfectly  satisfied  with 
what  has  been  already  stated  to  your  Lordships, 
that  there  is  sufficient  ground  to  reverse  the  inter- 
locutor of  the  Court  of  Session. 

But  I  am  anxious,  for  different  reasons,  at  least 
to  occupy  a  short  portion  of  your  Lordships'  time ; 
I  am  extremely  desirous  that  it  should  appear  that 
this  judgment,  at  least  as  far  as  1  am  concerned 
in  agreeing  to  it,  does  not  proceed  upon  supposi- 
tions and  notions,  which,  unless  we  protest  against 
them,  may  be  understood  to  be  involved  in  the 
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effect  of  the  judgment.  When  I  first  looked  at  18^. 
these  cases^  and  saw  that  the  summons  concluded 
with  desiring  that  it  should  be  found  and  declared 
not  only  that  these  parties  were  married,  but 
that  it  should  be  decerned  that  the  Appellant 
should  return  to  her  husband;  that  he  should  en- 
joy what  is  called,  in  this  part  of  the  country,  a 
restitution  of  conjugal  rights,  I  could  not  help 
feeling  considerable  doubt  whether,  supposing 
there  ought  to  be  a  declarator  of  marriage,  this 
was  a  case  in  which,  at  the  instance  of  Mr.  Mac- 
gregor,  you  would  compel  this  woman  to  return  to 
cohabitation  with  him.  I  have  reason  to  believe 
that  no  such  judgment  would  have  been  given  in 
this  part  of  the  island ;  and  I  have  further  reason, 
from  what  I  see  of  the  conduct  of  the  parties,  to 
believe  that  Mr.  Macgregor  had  no  wish  that  any 
such  judgment  as  that  should  be  given.  When 
I  look  at  the  process  with  respect  to  the  pro- 
perty, I  think  that  the  principal  reason  for  praying 
a  declarator  of  marriage  was,  not  to  repossess 
himself  of  the  person  of  the  lady,  but  to  get  the 
enjoyment  of  that  property,  to  which  he  would 
insist,  as  the  husband  of  his  wife,  he  might  have 
some  claim.  I  desire,  therefore,  that  it  may  be 
understood,  if  we  are  to  consider  this,  as  I 
believe  it  to  be,  an  appeal  from  an  interlocutory 
judgment  of  the  Court  of  Session,  brought  under 
the  authority  of  an  act  of  Parliament,  in  conse- 
quence of  a  difference  of  opinion  amongst  the 
judges,  that  your  Lordships  will  be  pleased  to 
allow  the  individual,  who  has  now  the  honour  of 
addressing  you,  to  say,  that  he  dofs  not  admit; 
(he  does  not  deny,  because  it  would  be  impro- 
per that  he  should  either  admit  or  deny)  that  he 
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1828.      desires  to  be  understood  as  standing  quite  neu-> 

^J^J^JJ^j^    tral  upon  the  question,  whether  this  lady  ever 

*«         could  be  decerned  to  return  to  the  embraces  of 

MJlCGRBOOR. 

Mr.  Macgregor. 

My  Lords,  there  is  another  point  upon  which  I 
am  exceedingly  anxious  to  be  perfectly  distinct, 
and  that  is  this :  that  when  you  are  once  satisfied 
that,  according  to  the  law  of  Scotland,  there  has 
been  actually  a  marriage  between  A.  and  B.,  no 
subsequent  conduct  is  to  be  received  in  evideace, 
in  order  to  entitle  you  to  say  that  that  marriage 
which  has  been  actually  had,  and  actually  cele- 
brated eifectually,  is  to  be  undone.  If  it  be  a 
regular  marriage,  actually  celebrated,  and  com* 
pletely  contracted,  it  is  not  to  be  undone  upon 
probabilities,  arising  out  of  subsequent  acts  and 
circumstances.  On  the  other  hand,  notwithstand- 
ing what  has  been  said  about  these  Scotch  mar- 
riages, that  they  are  very  easily  formed,  and  very 
easily  got  rid  of,  I  take  it  that  there  is  nothing  that 
the  law  of  Scotland  more  clearly,  more  solemnly,  or 
more  consistently  insists  upon  than  this,  that  where 
a  marriage  is  alleged  to  have  been  had,  by  a  pro- 
mise per  verba  de  presently  or  by  a  promise  per 
verba  futuroy  or  by  virtue  of  the  implied  promise, 
that  arises  out  of  cohabitation,  habit,  and  repute, 
there  is  nothing  it  does  so  solemnly  require,  as 
that  the  consent  to  marry  should  have  been  full, 
deliberate,  and  free ;  that  it  should  neijther  be  the 
effect  of  force  or  fraud. 

I  desire  also  to  give  no  opinion  upon  the 
question  at  present,  for  it  is  not  before  the 
House,  though  it  is  a  question  of  very  great 
consequence  in  my  judgment,  namely,  whether 
you  csm,  or  cannot,  there  having  been  a  regular 
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tnarriage  in  facie  eccksiaf  give  evidence  whether      1828. 
the  marriage  intended  to  be  had  was  effectually 
had  ?     Upon  that  1  desire  to  express  no  opinion 
whatever,  upon  which  some  cases  are  found  in  the 
prints  upon  the  table. 

I  am  therefore  exceedingly  anxious,  in  this 
very  important  case,  to  press  upon  your  Lordships* 
attention,  this,  as  what  I  take  to  be  an  indispu- 
table proposition  in  law,  namely,  that  if  you 
find  there  was  a  marriage  duly  celebrated,  actu- 
ally had,  that  marriage  cannot  be  got  rid  of  by 
evidence  of  facts  and  circumstances  done,  or 
observed  by  persons  afterwards,  thinking  it  pro- 
per to  disentangle  themselves  from  the  connection 
of  marriage,  actuated  by  caprice  or  dislike  of  each 
other,  or  a  base  motive  of  inducing  other  persons 
to  think  that  they  may  form  matrimonial  connect 
tions  with  the  parties.  When  once  you  have  got 
clearly  to  the  conclusion  that  a  marriage  has  been 
hacU  that  marriage  must  be  sustained,  let  the 
consequences  be  what  they  may  of  sustaining  it 
with  respect  to  third  persons.  Therefore  the 
question  now  before  your  Lordships  is  really  thisr: 
was  the  ceremony  that  did  take,  or  is  alleged  to 
have  taken,  place  at  Joseph  Robertson's,  upon 
the  23rd  of  May,  was  it  a  mere  ceremony  gone 
through  ?  or  was  it,  on  the  other  hand,  an  actual 
constitution  of  marriage?  If  it  was  an  actual 
constitution  of  marriage,  I  am  afraid  we  must 
consider  it  to  be  an  actual  constitution  of  mar- 
riage; you  cannot  undo  it  by  reasoning  upon 
circumstances,  which  may  have  great  weight 
upon  your  minds,  leading  you,  however,  deeply 
to  lament  that  any  such  thing  had  taken  place. 

I  would  beg  to  add  here,  that,  in  giving  my 
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1888.  humble  opinion  upon  this  case,  I  feel  mysetf 
fortified  by  what  I  have  been  desired  to  state, 
that,  upon  a  very  anxious  attention  to  this 
case,  a  noble  relative  of  mine,  who  long  held  the 
situation  of  Judge  in  the  Ecclesiastical  Court  of 
this  country,  gives  his  full  assent  to  its  being 
stated  to  your  Lordships,  that  he  could  not  possF- 
bly  sustain  this  marriage. 

Having  said  thus  much,  I  am  led  to  revert 
now  to  the  consideration  of  the  substance  of 
this  summons.  I  hope  I  may  be  excused,  takii^ 
into  consideration  that  I  had  the  honour  of  sit^ 
ting  in  an  important  judicial  seat,  the  most  im- 
portant judicial  seat,  in  this  House,  for  nearly 
twenty-five  years,  if  I  take  the  liberty  to  repeat, 
perhaps  for  the  last  time,  that  which  I  have  often 
before  stated,  that  I  do  most  anxiously  wish,  whilst 
on  the  one  hand  no  man  has  been  more  desirous 
than  I  have  been,  whatever  may  have  been  said 
to  the  contrary,  that  questions  arising  upon  the 
law  of  Scotland,  should  be  decided  here  upon 
the  grounds  and  principles  of  that  law,  and  that 
we  should  not  govern  ourselves  by  English  prin- 
ciples, or  the  application  of  English  law,  where 
it  cannot  be  applied  consistently  with  the  princi- 
ples of  the  law  of  Scotland,  I  say  I  trust  I  may 
be  excused,  if  I  express  my  anxiety,  for  the 
sake  of  the  judicature  of  that  country,  that  their 
pleadings  may  be  somewhat  more  accurately  at- 
tended to,  than  they  usually  are.  I  have  been 
very  much  struck  with  the  extraordinary  nature 
of  the  present  summons  from  the  firsts  and  also 
upon  the  intermediate  consideration  of  this  case, 
and  upon  the  present  consideration  of  this  cas6. 
Taking  the  summons  to  be  what  we  call  the 
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declaration  of  the  party,  the  Pursuer,  it  is  next  1828. 
to  impossible  for  any  man  to  reconcile  what  he  is 
pleased  to  state  in  the  summons,  with  what  the 
real  nature  of  the  case  is,  as  he  has  since  made  it 
out,  by  the  proofs  he  has  offered  to  you,  in  ord^ 
to  induce  you  to  decern  in  his  favour. 

I  shall  not  trouble  your  Lordships,  by  repeat- 
ing what  has  been  very  accurately  stated  already 
upon  the  subject  of  the  connection,  (not  the 
relationship,  but  the  connection,)  that  subsisted 
between  these  different  parties,  before  the  occur- 
rences, which  form  the  subject  of  your  Lordships' 
consideration,  took  place.  I  begin,  therefore,  by 
adverting  to  the  journey  to  Holytown,  in  the 
spring  of  18J6,  and  let  it  be  remarked  that,  un- 
less I  have  deceived  myself,  upon  looking  at  this 
evidence,  or  by  looking  at  it  too  often,  which  is 
sometimes  the  case;  let  it  be  remarked  that,  be- 
fore the  journey  to  Holytown,  it  seems  to  have 
been  pretty  well  known  to  Mr.  Macgregor  that 
Mr.  Jollie  was  a  suitor  to  this  lady ;  and  not  only 
a  suitor  to  this  lady,  but  Mr.  Macgregor  seems  to 
have  felt  that  Mr.  Jollie  was  preferred  by  the  lady 
to  himself.  Mr.  Macgregor,  and  Dr.  James 
Macneill,  who,  let  *it  be  observed,  was  a  clergy- 
man, as  well  as  a  medical  man,  go,  according 
to  the  summons,  to  Holytown  in  the  spring  of 
1816  on  a  jaunt,  in  company  with  the  Appellant, 
natural  daughter  of  Dr.  James  Macneill,  where 
an  irregular  marriage  between  them  is  alleged 
to  have  been  celebrated  by  Dr.  James  Macneill ; 
an  irregular  marriage  is  alleged  to  have  been 
celebrated,  and  the  marriage  to  have  been  con- 
summated by  their  spending  several  nights  toge- 
ther in  the  same  bed,  at  Holytown  aforesaid.     If 
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1828.  you  come  to  look  at  the  condescendence,  that. 
MACNBiLL  important  circumstance,  of  sleeping  in  the  same 
lUfiORjBooft.  ^®^^  ^  softened  down  to  something  of  this  nature^ 
to  its  being  stated  that  they  slept  in  the  same 
room;  and  the  actual  fact  is  disguised^  both  in 
the  summons,  and  in  the  condescendence,  that  feet 
which  has  been  spoken  to  by  Mary  Hastie,  a  ser- 
vant in  the  house,  and  who  represents  thus*-^bttt. 
before  I  state  what  her  representation  is^  give  mci 
leave  to  say,  that  this  matter  of  consummation, 
that  is  alleged  to  have  happened  at  Holytown^ 
was  capable  of  proof,  and  might  have  made  aa 
end  of  the  whole  matter;  but  instead  of  there 
being  any  such  proof,  all  the  proof  that  there  is,  the 
great  weight  of  evidence,  as  far  as  relates  to  it,  ia 
the  testimony  given  by  Mary  Hastie,  which  goes 
directly  the  other  way.  If  it  had  been  true,  that 
Dr.  Macneill,  a  clergyman,  married  these  parties; 
if  there  was  mutual  consent  on  both  sides,  and 
Dr.  Macneill,  the  father  of  the  lady,  a  clergyman,, 
gave  the  benediction,  and  put  their  hands  together,, 
in  the  manner  that  is  stated  in  the  condescen* 
dence ;  if  that  had  been  true,  what  difficulty  wa& 
it  likely  there  should  be,  (unless  Scotchm^i  dif-^ 
fer  from  Englishmen)  in  their  going  into  the  same 
bed?  There  would  have  been  consummation 
quite  of  consequence;  it  would  have  been  the 
natural  consequence,  and  nothing  else  could  have 
happened. 

Now  what  Mary  Hastie  says  upon  that  is,  (and 
if  consummation,  which,  with  respect  to  this  mar*< 
riage,  you  observe,  is  stated  in  the  summons,  had 
taken  place,  it  was  impossible  that  Mary  Hastie's 
evidence  can  be  true;  but  there  is  nothing  to 
contradict  it) — ^What  she  states  is  this:   that  it 
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happened  unfortunately,  in  this  Scotch  inn,  that      1828. 
there  were  not  beds  enough,  or  rather^  not  rooms 
enough  for  three  persons  to  have  separate  rooms,         *« 
there  being  two  beds  in  one  room,  and  one  bed  in 
another;    and  the  Doctor  having  taken  care  of 
himself,  by  going  to  bed  first,  a  difficulty  arose 
what  was  to  be  done.      It  seems  a  difficulty 
existed  in  the  actual  circumstances,  viz.  that  the 
bride  and  bridegroom,  as  the  summons  represents 
them,  could  only  find  out  one  room  with  two 
beds  in  it.   I  think  they  would,  in  all  probability, 
have  been  satisfied  with  one  bed,  if  they  had  been 
married  at  that  time,  as  it  has  been  alleged ;  at 
least  I  should  suppose  so.     But  an  arrangement 
is  made  in  a  very  curious  way,  and,  as  far  as  we 
have  any  evidence,  instead  of  there  being  consum- 
mation, we  must  hold  there  was  no  consumma- 
tion, because  Mary  Hastie  says,  that  the  lady 
was  disturbed  at  sleeping  in  the  same  room  with 
her  newly  acquired  husband ;  that  he  slept  in  one 
bed,  and  she  went  to  another  bed;  but  she  had 
just  so  much  delicacy,  which  I  am  very  glad  to 
see  among  our  neighbours  in  the  north  country, 
that  she  would  not  go  to  that  bed,  unless  it  was 
surrounded  by  sheets,  so  that  even  her  husband 
could  not  set  the  eyes  of  his  affection  upon  her. 
They  accordingly   slept  in  separate    beds,  the 
whole  night,  and  instead  of  any  body  being  called 
to  prove  those  circumstances  which  would  have 
been  undoubtedly  proved  to  establish  consum- 
mation, if  it  had  taken  place,  the  whole  evidence 
tends  directly  the  other  way. 

What  is  done  next?  The  parties  return  to 
Edinburgh  upon  the  20th  of  May,  in  the  same 
year,  1816,  and  this  ceremony  at  Holy  town  hav- 
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1828.  ing  been  thought  very  irregular,  (though  Dr.  Mac- 
neill  was  a  clergyman,)  and  no  consummation  of 
o*.««»  the  marriage  having  taken  place,  it  was  thought 
there  should  be  some  regular  marriage,  so  the 
summons  states  it,  or  rather  that  that  marriage 
at  Holy  town  should  be  regularly  celebrated  at 
Edinburgh.  This  marriage  at  Holytown  is  in  the 
summons  considered  as  an  irregular  marriage,  and 
in  the  proceedings  no  proof  is  made  of  it.  If  this 
was  an  irregular  marriage,  the  defect  of  proof  of 
which  was  to  be  supplied  by  another  ceremony 
of  marriage  at  Edinburgh;  if  that  marriage  at 
Holytown,  as  the  summons  states  it,  was  to  be 
regularly  celebrated  at  Edinburgh ;  if  this  cele- 
bration was  to  be  free  from  all  objection,  Mac- 
gregor  proceeds  in  the  most  uncommon  course 
that,  in  affairs  of  this  kind,  one  has  ever  heard  of. 
See  how  it  is  carried  on :  on  the  20th  they  get  to 
Edinburgh.  Here  I  may  as  well  state  that  a 
regular  marriage  in  Scotland  is,  as  I  understand 
it,  a  marriage  after  publication  of  banns  has  taken 
place  three  times.  In  Erskine's  Institutes,  he 
gives  a  very  good  reason  for  that :  he  says,  that 
the  banns  must  be  proclaimed  three  times  in  the 
church,  because  it  gives  people  time  to  consider 
whether,  by  the  third  Sunday  they  will  or  not 
consent ;  but  Mr.  M acgregor  thinks  that  the  right 
way  of  getting  rid  of  the  difficulties  that  belong 
to  that  irregular  marriage,  and  that  private  mar- 
riage, at  Holytown,  is — to  do  what? — that  the 
right  way  is,  upon  the  23rd,  to  procure,  or  to 
endeavour  to  procure,  a  certificate  of  the  publica- 
tion of  banns,  as  having  taken  place  upon  three 
Sundays,  which  could  not  possibly  have  taken 
place,  because  between  the  20th  and  23rd  no 
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SuDday  whatever  could  have  intervened;  and  182S. 
then  he  thinks  it  proper  to  apply  himself  to  Mr. 
Smith,  stating  that  he  means  to  be  married  that 
night;  Mr.  Smith  mentions  it  to  his  clerk,  and 
some  persons  connected  with  him,  and  they  have 
a  direction*  given  them  where  to  attend  upon  that 
night.  Mr.  Smith  himself  could  not  go ;  the  clerk, 
I  think,  does  go,  according  to  the  direction,  to  the 
Black  Bull,  and  he  finds  nobody  there.  But  this 
ceremony  of  marriage  is  had  in  the  evening  late : 
there  is  a  difference  about  the  time  of  night,  Mrs. 
Robertson  saying  there  was  a  candle,  and  Miss 
Robertson  saying  there  was  no  candle;  but  for 
the  purpose  of  having  a  public,  indisputable, 
regular  marriage  celebrated  before  Joseph  Robert- 
son, there  were  Mrs.  and  Miss  Robertson  present 
at  the  ceremony,  which,  I  suppose,  could  not 
have  been  made  any  better,  by  his  being  a  clergy- 
man of  the  Church  of  Scotland,  than  the  marriage 
by  Dr.  Macneill  himself,  he)  being  also  a  clergy- 
man of  the  Church  of  Scotland.  A  ceremony 
passes  at  the  time  of  night  spoken  to  by  Mrs. 
Robertson  and  Miss  Robertson,  and  that  is  the 
only  evidence,  unless  it  is  supposed  to  be  evi- 
denced by  the  book,  the  contents  of  which  are 
inconsistent  with  some  other  parts  of  the  evidence ; 
a  book,  with  reference  to  which  I  have  wished  to 
hear,  but  I  have  not  heard  yet,  what  made  such  a 
book  as  that  produceable  in  evidence ;  it  may  how- 
ever be  so.  I  know  why  a  register  in  England 
is  admitted  in  evidence — because  it  is  kept  as  the 
law  requires  it  to  be  kept.  The  law  requires  that 
there  should  be  such  a  register  kept,  in  a  particu- 
lar manner  and  form ;  but  whether  a  private  book, 
kept  by  a  private  clergymen,  not  in  such  manner 
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1828.      and  form,  not  under  and  according  to  the  autho* 
JJJJ])^     rity  of  the  law,  would  be  evidence  in  England, 
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is  a  question  which  could  scarcely  bear  to  be 
agitated. 

Now  I  will  not  follow  my  noble  and  learned 
friend,  if  I  may  take  the  liberty  to  call  him  so, 
through  all  his  statement  of  this  case,  because  upon 
such  a  subject  as  this,  he  is  much  more  competent 
to  speak  than  1  am :  and  I  am  happy  to  acknow« 
ledge,  at  this  time  of  my  life>  the  benefit  I  have 
received  from  his  communications  with  me  upon 
the  Scotch  law.  I  will  not  follow  him  in  discus- 
sing the  effect  of  the  evidence  of  Mrs.  and  Miss 
Robertson,  as  to  its  being,  or  not  being,  defective 
in  the  respects  in  which  he  has  contended  that  it 
IB  defective.  After  observing  that  I  wish  not  to 
be  understood  to  have  conceded  it  to  be  clear, 
that  a  cause  of  this  sort  should  go  on  without 
other  parties  to  it,  or  that  there  is  not  great  dan- 
ger in  admitting  a  marriage,  certainly  unobjec- 
tionable in  form  and  circumstances,  such  as  the 
marriage  with  Mr.  JoUie,  to  be  affected  by  the 
admission  of  the  woman,  who  is  represented  to  be 
a  party  in  both  marriages,  I  proceed  here  to  say, 
that,  notwithstanding  all  the  difficulties  that  rest 
upon  the  testimony  of  Mrs.  Robertson,  and  Miss 
Robertson,  I  must  look  at  this  case,  as  a  case  in 
which  the  woman's  admission  has  been  read  and 
used  as  evidence ;  and  whatever  observation  may 
be  made  upon  the  evidence  of  Mrs.  Robertson,  as 
not  sufficient  to  prove  the  identity  of  the  parties, 
or  the  particulars  of  the  ceremony,  in  her  admis- 
sion this  lady  herself  has  made  an  acknowledge 
ment  that  some  ceremony  of  some  sort  took  place 
at  the  house,  where  she  and  Macgregor  were  pre- 
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sent.    But  then  you  must  take  the  \f hole  of  her      18^- 
admission  together^  and  taking  the  whole  of  her 
admission  together,    the  question    turns  round 
again  to  be  this — Can  you^  or  can  you  not,  admit 
evidence  of  facts  antecedent  to  that  period  ?    Gan 
you,  or  can  you  not,  admit  evidence  c£  facts  and: 
circumstances  subsequent  to  that  period,  with  a 
view  to  aid  and  confirm  her  in  her  admission^: 
taking  it  altogether,  in  which  she  represents  that 
what  then  passed,  was  not  a  case  in  which  she 
can  be  held  to  have  given  consent,  much  less  that- 
free,  solemn,  full,  and  deliberate  consent,  upoo^ 
which  M acgregor  claims,  as  against  her,  the  char^ 
racter  of  husband? 

Now,  my  Lords,  that  you  may,  vnih  respect  to 
what  are  called  irregular  marriages  in  Scotland, 
look  at  prior  facts  and  circumstances,  and  that* 
you  may  look  at  the  subsequent  facts  and  cir* 
cumstances,  I  take  to  be  quite  indisputable. 
The  next  question,  therefore,  is«-Gan  you  look  at 
such  facts  and  circumstances,  with  respect  to  ai^ 
alleged  marriage,  such  as  is  represented  to  hava 
been  had  in  this  case  ?  Can  you  look  at  them  as 
evidence  to  enable  you  judicially  to  determine 
whether  there  has  been  effectually  had,  a  mar- 
riage? 

With  respect  to  irr^nlar  marriages  generally, 
there  can  be  no  doubt  at  all,  looking  at  the  text 
writers;  there  can  be  no  doubt  if  you  examine 
the  opinions  of  the  Scotch  lawyers,  which  are  to 
be  found  annexed  to  the  case  of  Dalrymple  v. 
Dalrymple,  and  I  take  it  that  the  opinions  of  the 
Scotch  lawyers  would  be  evidence  of  what  is 
Scotch  law.  We  have  the  illustrious  names  which 
are  there  mentkHied,  to  which  i  may  generally 
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1828.      refer  your  Lordships:    we  have  the  illustrious 

^^^^^Hi^    names  of  Erskine,  Craigie,  Hamilton,  Hume,  Dr. 

*'         Hay,  and  a  gentleman  whom  I  shall  call  by  the 

name  of  John  Clerk,  for  fear  you  should  think  I 

am  mentioning  myself,  and  Cathcart,  and  Gillies, 

and  Sir  Islay  Campbell. 

Then  the  next  question  is — Is  this  alleged  mar- 
riage such  as  is  to  be  looked  at  by  the  application 
of  the  same  rules  of  law  that  apply  to  the  mar- 
riages mentioned  in  the  books  as  irregular  mar- 
riages? I  find  in  these  papers  that  doctrine  of 
the  same  nature  has  been  applied,  in  two  or  three 
cases  even  of  regular  marriages. 

I  have  already  desired  to  protect  myself  against 
its  being  understood  that  I  give :  any  opinion, 
whether  it  can  or  not  be  applied  to  what  is  strictly 
called  a  regular  marriage  in  facie  ecclesice ;  but  if 
there  have  been  decisions  that  apply  them  to 
regular  marriages  in  facie  eccksia,  surely  there 
can  be  no  difficulty  in  applying  them  to  a  mar- 
riage that  is  not  a  regular  marriage;  and  then 
comes  the  question^  is  this  a  regular  marriage  ? 

Now  the  authority  of  the  text  writers,  holds 
this  not  to  be  a  regular  marriage,  because  they 
say  it  must  be  a  marriage  with  proclamation  of 
banns;  here  there  could  be  no  proclamation  of 
banns.  My  Lords,  1  cannot  adopt  that  expres- 
sion, without  guarding  against  its  being  under- 
stood that  I  mean  to  intimate  that,  if  there  is  an 
irregular  marriage  without  proclamation  of  banns, 
but  where  there  has  been  a  full,  actual,  deliberate 
consent  given,  that  any  subsequent  circumstances 
will  authorise  you  to  say,  that  that  irregular  mar- 
riage can  be  represented  in  any  way  as  invalid. 
I  do  not  mean  to  call  in  question  at  all  the 
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▼alidity  of  such  marriages,  God  forbid  I  should,  1828. 
but  if  you  have  defective  evidence  with  respect  to 
the  actual  proof  of  a  deliberate,  clear,  and  solemn 
consent  in  the  transaction  of  the  ceremony,  the 
question  then  is,  whether  you  may  not  admit  evi- 
dence with  respect  to  this  species  of  marriage,  as 
an  irregular  marriage,  such  as  you  will  admit  with 
respect  to  other  marriages  that  are  acknowledged 
to  be  irregular  marriages  ?  and  seeing  that  it  is 
constantly  admitted  in  irregular  marriages^  it 
does  appear  to  me,  I  own,  in  this  case,  admissible 
evidence. 

The  next  question  will  be,  if  it  is  admissible 
evidence,  what  is  the  effect  of  it?  Now  un- 
doubtedly, with  reference  to  that,  I  must  say, 
with  these  eminent  men  whose  names  I  have  men- 
tioned, that  though  there  may  be,  with  respect 
to  a  great  many  cases,  doubts  whether  those  de- 
cisions are  just  applications  of  the  evidence,  upon 
the  effect  of  which  the  decisions  have  been  made, 
that  does  not  affect  the  principle  at  all  of  the 
admissibility  of  the  evidence,  and  the  duty  of  the 
court  to  attend  to  the  full  effect  of  the  evidence, 
according  to  the  best  of  its  judgment,  when  that 
evidence  is  offered  to  its  consideration. 

With  respect  to  cases  of  marriage,  where 
the  young  man  is  fourteen  and  the  young  lady 
twelve,  these  are  cases,  in  which  perhaps  more 
effect  has  been  given  to  the  supposed  operation 
of  deceit  and  fraud  upon  such  persons  than  per- 
haps can  be  fully  justified,  recollecting  that  the 
law  has  said,  that  at  those  ages  they  are  per- 
fectly capable  of  giving  full,  and  deliberate,  and 
sufficient  consent,  though  some  allowance  must 
be  made  for  the  difference  of  discretion  between 
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1828.  jtwenty-one  aad  fourteen^  yet,  with  respect  to  this 
J[;J^J)^  particular  contract,  the  law,  strictly  speaking, 
**  has  held  them  equally  capable  as  older  persons  of 
giriog  their  consent.  With  respect  to  all  the 
cases,  to  which  I  am  now  alluding,  both  with 
respect  to  those  very  young  persons,  and  with 
respect  to  other  persons,  in  those  cases  that  have 
fallen  under  the  consideration  of  the  Courts,  it 
does  appear  to  me  one  matter  is  worthy  of  great 
consideration,  viz.  what  is  the  effect  of  all  that 
passed  with  respect  to  the  question,  was  free, 
deliberate,  full,  and  solemn  consent  given  at  the 
time  when  the  ceremony  passed?  or  did  the 
oeremony  pass  without  that  which  constitutes 
ja  marriage,  such  a  consent  to  the  consortium  onms 
vikB  at  the  time  of  the  ceremony  ? 

Now,  my  Lords,  if  that  be  so,  let  us  look  and 
-see  what  the  case  is  with  respect  to  the  conduct 
.of  the  parties.  I  think  it  is  sufficiently  proved  iu 
.this  case,  that  before  the  parties  went  to  Holy- 
town,  Mr.  Macgregor  was  fully  acquainted  with 
the  circumstance  that  Mr,  Jollie  was  a  preferable 
.candidate.  There  is,  in  my  judgment,  no  proof 
of  the  truth  of  that  assertion,  which  is  to  be 
found  in  this  summons,  that  a  marriage  ceremony 
took  place  at  Holytown,  or  that  a  marriage  there 
was  consummated;  but  I  go  further  than  that, 
because  I  think  myself  judicially  authorized  to 
«ay,  that  the  allegation,  with  respect  to  that  sup- 
posed marriage  at  Holytown,  is  utterly  unfounded, 
that  there  was  no  marriage  there  of  any  kind-*- 
that  none  was  there  consummated. 

\¥^hen  the  parties  come  back  again  to  Edin- 
burgh, what  is  done,  for  the  purpose  alleged 
in  ihiB   sunmions,    of  having   a  regular   mar- 
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riage  ?  for  the  purpose  of  having  a  public  regula?      1888. 

marriage,  a  public  marriage  in  order  to  cure  all    ^^^^^ 

the  evils  and  inconveniences  that  might  arise  from  ^^cwqqm. 

a  private  irregular  marriage,  that  is  so  alleged  to 

have  taken  place  at  Holytown,  they  go  to  Mr, 

Joseph  Robertson's.    If  such  was  the  purpose^ 

how  does  it  happen  that  you  can  scarcely  find 

any  thing  in  this  evidence,  (I  do  not  say  there 

is  absolutely  nothing,  but  there  is  nothing  that  I 

think  you  can  call  material  or  substantial,  when 

thoroughly  examined  with  all  the  proofs)  by  which 

it  appears,  that  Dr.  Macneill,  that  any  friends  of 

the  family,  that  any  persons  who  visited,  that  any 

persons  who  had  any  intercourse  with  the  family^ 

had  ever  heard  of  such  a  thing  as  that  this  mar-^ 

riage  was  intended,  and  that  it  was  to  give  regu** 

larity  and  publicity  to  the  former  marriage. 

My  Lords,  we  know  very  well  what  happens  in 
England  about  such  things.  If  parties  have  gone 
to  Scotland  and  got  married,  and  are  to  be  mar- 
ried again  in  England,  does  not  every  man  know, 
that  under  such  circumstances,  the  purpose  of 
having  the  marriage  is  to  satisfy  all  the  friends  and 
connections,  as  well  as  the  parties  themselves, 
that  the  holy  estate  of  matrimony  has  been  effec** 
tually  and  properly  contracted.  That  is  one  of 
the  purposes,  as  well  as  the  purpose  of  giving 
ease  and  happiness  to  the  minds  of  the  parties 
themselves ;  and  I  believe  it  would  be  thought  a 
very  extraordinary  thing,  if  a  marriage  for  that 
purpose  was  to  be  had  here  without  any  body  in 
the  world  having  previously  beard  of  it.  Joseph 
Robertson,  the  priest,  and  his  wife  and  daughter, 
are  the  only  persons  who  know  of  this  ceremony 
of  marriage,  except  thp  individual  parties  to  i]fc, 
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1828.       Can  any  man  suppose,  if  Dr.  Macneill  had,  ac- 
j^^^^J^j^     cording  to  the  allegations  of  this  summons,  at 
*•         Holytown  given  away  his  daughter  in  marriage, 
had  put  her  hand  into  the  hand  of  this  gentleman 
as  her  husband,  and  given  the  priest's  benediction 
upon  that  occasion,  that  Dr.  Macneill,  between 
the  day  on  which  that  marriage  happened  at 
Holytown  and  the  23rd  of  the  month  of  May, 
should  have  become  so  weak  and  impotent  in 
point  of  understanding,  or  so  dreadfully  addicted 
to  drinking,  that  they  would  not  let  him  know 
any  thing  at  all  of  the  matter  ?  there  is  no  proof 
that  he  knew  any  thing  at  all  of  this  matter.     Can 
any  body  believe  that,  if  Dr.  Macneill  had  con- 
ducted himself  at  Holytown  in  the  way  stated  in 
this  summons,  can  any  man  believe  that  Dr.  Mac- 
neill would  not  have  been  present  at  this  mar- 
riage, if  such  a  marriage  was  to  be  had  ?  but  not 
only  do  you  find  that  Dr.  Macneill  did  not  know 
of  it,  but,  bating  the  evidence  of  the  application 
to  Smith,  and  Smith's  communication  to  his  clerk 
generally,  and  the  reference  of  Smith  and  his 
clerk  to  the  Black  Bull  inn,  (your  Lordships  know 
what  followed  on  that  communication  and  refer- 
ence) no  human  being  seems  to  be  acquainted 
with  this  intended  marriage  previously  to  the 
ceremony,  but  the  very  individual  who  ought  to 
have  known  nothing  of  it,  if  it  was  intended  to 
be  a  satisfactory  celebration  of  marriage,  I  mean 
the  man  who  appears  to  have  been  a  disgrace  to 
his  profession.     Of  Mrs.  and  Miss  Robertson  I 
say  nothing,  but  I  am  sure  no  person,  meaning  to 
celebrate  a  regular  marriage,  in  order  to  support 
an  irregular  marriage,  would  think  of  being  mar- 
ried at  that  time  of  night,  in  the  house  of  such  a 


MACNEILL 

V. 

MACGBBOOE. 


Ort   APPEALS   AND    WRITS   OF   ERROR.  503 

man  as  Joseph  Robertson,  with  no  witnesses  but  1828. 
these  ladies,  and  not  only  with  no  other  witnesses,  ^-^^^^^ 
but  without  a  single  person  out  of  the  room 
where  this  ceremony  of  marriage  was  performed, 
being  acquainted  with  the  matter  that  was  to  take 
place,  or  with  the  purpose  for  which  they  were 
supposed  to  go  there,  and  having  it  in  their  power 
to  attend. 

Then  what  says  the  summons  in  another  re- 
spect ?  Those,  who  know  any  thing  of  the  law  of 
Scotland^  know  the  immense  importance  of  the 
allegation  of,  and  proof  of  consummation.  It  is 
not  even  alleged  in  this  summons  that  this  mar- 
riage was  consummated ;  but  I  can  conceive  a 
reason  for  not  alleging  it,  for  I  am  satisfied  it  was 
not  consummated. 

My  Lords,  I  agree  in  this,  that  the  story  Mrs. 
JoUie  states,  is  improbable ;  but,  is  it  half  so  im- 
probable as  the  story  that  Mr.  Macgregor  states  ? 
Can  any  body  doubt  that,  if  this  was  meant  to  be 
a  regular  marriage^  in  order  to  do  away  the  ob- 
jections against  an  irregular  marriage,  can  any 
body  doubt  that  there  would  havQ  been  proofs  of 
consummation,  when  Mr.  Macgregor  must  have 
known  there  were, — at  least  I  think  there  were 
proofs  of  the  non-consummation  at  Holy  town  ? 
Can  any  body  doubt  you  would  have  had  such 
proof  by  the  servants  in  the  house  of  Dr.  Macneill? 
But  there  is  not  the  least  evidence  that  deserves 
the  name  of  an  attempt  to  prove  consummation 
at  Edinburgh;  and,  allow  me  to  say,  there  is 
evidence  to  the  contrary.  When  you  come  to 
consider  the  conduct  of  Mr.  Macgregor  with 
respect  to  Mr.  Jollie,  (and  here  let  me  notice  that 
unless  I  misunderstand  this  evidence^  it  does  not 
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1828.^  appear  that  Mr.  Jollie  was  ever  aequainted  with 
what  passed  before  Joseph  Robertson  at  this 
strange  place ;  it  does  not  appear  that  Mr.  Jollie 
had  ever  been  acquainted  that  Mr.  Macgregor 
was  the  husband  of  this  lady,  I  do  not  find  an j 
evidence  of  that,  if  there  is  any  evidence  of  it,  I 
have  passed  it  by.) 

Lord  Chancellor. — No,  there  is  not  any. 

Lord  Eldon.-^When  you  come  to  consider  that 
after  this,  Mr.  Jollie  is  united  to  this  lady,  upon 
the  13th  of  June,  I  think  it  is,  in  the  subsequent 
month,  and  when  it  is  proved  that  Dr.  Macneill, 
who  is  said  by  this  summons  to  have  given  his 
consent  to  the  marriage,  and  performed  the  ce- 
remony of  marriage  himself  at  HoLytown,  when 
you  consider  that  he  is  present,  goes  to  Dr.  James 
Robertson*s,  that  he  goes  there,  and  conducts 
himself  in  the  deliberate,  solemn,  serious  manner, 
in  which  Dr.  Robertson  states  his  conduct  to 
have  been  regulated,  whilst  he  gives  away  his 
daughter  to  Mr.  Jollie ;  when  you  consider  further, 
that  there  has  been  an  attempt  made  to  prove, 
(let  those  believe  it  who  can,  after  having  read 
the  evidence  of  Dr.  Robertson,  and  of  his  lady) 
that  this  Dr.  Macneill  was  in  a  state  of  such  im- 
becility, either  from  drunkenness,  or  a  failure  in 
his  constitution,  or  some  other  cause,  between  the 
journey  to  Holytown,  and  this  marriage,  upon 
the  13th  of  June,  I  say,  that  the  evidence  in  my 
judgment,  which  goes  to  impute  to  Dr.  Macneill 
(in  order  to  render  inefficacious  the  evidence  oh 
the  other  side  as  to  the  state  of  Dr.  Macneill)  that 
imbecility,  from  whatever  cause  it  arose,  that 
evidence  I  say  must  have  been  brought  for  the 
purpose  of  destroying  the  effect^  the  dreaded 
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effect  of  the  important  inferences  to  be  drawn  1828, 
from  his  attendance  on  the  marriage  of  the  13th 
of  June^  and  his  non-attendance  upon  the  other, 
on  the  23rd  of  May.  The  attempt  to  prove  that 
imbecility,  in  my  judgment,  wholly  fails;  I  should 
have  thought  myself  bound  by  judicial  oath,  if  I 
had  been  trying  this  before  a  jury,  to  have  told 
them  they  ought  to  give  no  credit  to  that  testi- 
mony. 

My  Lords,  it  does  not  rest  there ;  so  far  from 
Mr.  Macgregor  supposing  he  had  a  right  to  the 
person  of  this  lady,  I  find  in  the  evidence  that  it 
is  usual  to  give  the  friends,  upon  a  Scotch  mar- 
I'l^gCf  gloves,  that  is  the  present  that  is  made  to 
them,  and  Mr.  Macgregor  receives  a  present  of 
gloves,  as  a  friend  and  well  wisher  to  the  parties 
who  had  just  been  married:  he  does  not  attend, 
I  believe  at  the  wedding  dinner^  but  he  very  fre- 
quently afterwards  is  to  be  found  as  a  guest  in 
the  house  of  the  parties ;  and  when  we  come  to 
the  month  of  October,  in  the  year  1816,  thes6 
parties  go  to  Holytown  again,  and  the  Doctor 
goes  too.  He  was  so  far  recovered  from  this  im- 
becile state,  in  which  it  was  attempted  to  be 
proved  that  he  was  at  the  time  of  the  marriage, 
in  June,  1816,  he  had  so  far  recovered  from  his 
malady  as  to  be  able  to  go  there  again.  Mr.  JoUie 
and  Mrs.  Jollie,  and  Mr.  Macgregor  and  the 
Doctor,  form  the  party;  and  here  let  us  see 
whether  we  can  come  exactly  to  the  conclusion 
that  parties  are  sleeping  in  die  same  bed,  because 
they  are  sleeping  in  the  same  room,  as  in  the  an- 
tecedent spring.  What  is  the  conduct  of  Mr. 
Macgregor?  Who  is  now  to  convince  us  that 
there  was  a  real  marriage,  with  full,  free,  and  de- 
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1828.^     liberate  consent  given  upon  the  23rd   of  May, 
1816? — he  is  at  Holytown  along  with  the  parties. 
What  are  the  beds  required?  Doctor  Macneill  is 
there,  and  has  a  bed  to  himself;  another  is  re- 
quired for  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Jollie ;  and  Mr.  Mac- 
gregor  contents  himself  with  a  bed  for  himself,  as 
I  understand  the  evidence.  Let  me  fairly  say  that 
Mary  Hastie  does  not  say  expressly  that  Mr.  and 
Mrs.  Jollie,  slept  together  in  the  same  bed,  but, 
she  says,  she  gave  them  a  bed,  because  a  bed 
was  asked  for,  for  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Jollie.    Accord- 
ing to  the  first  marriage  at  Holytown,  Mr.  Mac- 
gregor  and  his  lady,  as  she  must  be  supposed 
then  to  be,  according  to  his  case,  lie  in  different 
beds,  when  there  could  be  no  reason  in  the  world 
why  they  should  not  follow  the  good  advice  of 
Doctor  Macneill,  for  he  must  be  taken  so  to  ad- 
vise if  he  had  married  them,  by  getting  into  the 
same  bed;  and  then,  after  it  is  supposed  she  had 
been   deliberately  married    to  Mr.  Macgregor, 
having  taken  a  fancy  to  be  married  to  Mr.  Jollie, 
when  they  meet  in  October,  1816,  Mr.Macgregor 
then  does  not  sleep  in  one  bed  and  she  in  ano^ 
ther,  but,  according  to  all,  that  is  the  probable 
effect  of  this  evidence,  Mr.  Macgregor  sleeps  in 
one  bed,  and  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Jollie  in  another;  and 
that  is  to  be  taken  in  Scotland,  which  would 
not  in  England  be  taken  to  be  proof  of  a  deliberate 
consent,  that  Mr.  Macgregor  should  be  the  hus- 
band of  the  lady  and  not  Mr.  Jollie. 

My  Lords,  I  will  call  your  attention  to  another 
circumstance,  Mr.  Macgregor  had  been  in  some 
measure,  or  sort,  employed  as  the  man  of  busi- 
ness of  Dr.  Macneill.  Dr.  Macneill  had  made  a 
provision  for  his  daughter,  this  Mrs.  Jollie,  or 
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Mrs.  Macgregor,  according  as  your  Lordships  1828. 
shall  determine  her  to  be,  the  one  or  the  other, 
he  had  given  her  not  the  whole  of  his  substance 
in  the  first  instance ;  however,  from  a  sense  of 
duty  to  his  natural  child,  he  seems  to  have  thought 
it  was  necessary  to  give  her  the  whole  of  his 
substance,  and  he  gives  it  her  by  deed.  Those 
deeds  were  put  into  the  possession  of  Mr.  Mac- 
gregor, as  I  understand  the  case,  and  Mr.  Mac- 
gregor might  naturally  enough  think,  that  if  he 
was  to  tell  this  story  to  Dr.  Macneill,  about  this 
lady  having  first  married  him,  with  his  consent  at 
Holytown,  and  then  married  him  again  at  Edin- 
burgh, for  the  purpose  of  having  no  doubt  left 
upon  the  effect  of  the  Holytown  marriage ;  and 
that  she  had  then  married  Mr.  JoUie  afterwards, 
and  in  the  Doctor's  own  presence,  and  given 
away  by  him,  he  might  perhaps  think  that  all  the 
Doctor's  good  intentions,  in  favour  of  this  lady^ 
might  be  frustrated,  if  he  told  the  Doctor  of  these 
most  improper  transactions  on  the  part  of  his 
daughter,  as  they  must  be  admitted  to  be,  if 
Mr.  Macgregor  represents  what  were  really  the 
facts  of  the  case.  He  is  silent^  as  it  is  alleged, 
for  some  such  reason  until  Dr.  Macneill  died. 
But,  speaking  the  truth  after  a  man  is  dead,  will 
not  enable  him  to  act  as  if  he  was  a  living  maa. 
When,  therefore,  the  Doctor  was  dead,  does  Mac- 
gregor claim  his  wife?  No!  he  attends  the  fu- 
neral, where  Mr.  JoUie  acts  as  chief  mourner,  and 
not  Mr.  Macgregor ;  after  the  funeral  the  deeda 
are  called  for,  he  delivers  them  himself;  he  is  as 
a  visitor  of  Mr.  and  Mrs.  JoUie,  as  other  friends 
visit  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Jollie,  for  some  time ;  and  be 
says  nothing  about  this  marriage,  till  about  the. 
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mth  of  December,  1817.    Then,  in  that  De- 
cember, 1817,  my  Lords^  he  makes  a  claim  of 
;  it  has  escaped  me  if  the  proofs  establish 
WBL  earlier  claim.    Permit  me,  my  Lords,  to  say 
that,  when  I  first  read  this  case,  I  thought  it  a 
case  so  disgusting,  with  respect  to  the  moral 
condnct  of  the  Respondent,  that  nothing  upon 
earth  would  hare  induced  me  to  give  my  opinion 
upon  it,  whikt  I  was  under  those  impressions. 
I  therefore  made  a  covenant  with  myself  that  no  de- 
testation of  the  conduct  of  this  gentleman  should 
influence  my  judicial  mind;   I  trust  and  hope 
that  it  has  not.    I  have  nothing  to  do  with  the 
case,  except  merely  as  to  the  law  of  the  case,  as 
it  applies  to  the  established  facts.    My  Lords, 
what  he  then  does,  is  to  state  that  he  has  a  claim 
of  marriage ;  and  your  Lordships  know  the  nature 
of  his  claim,  and  he  then  lodges  his  summons, 
for  the  purpose  of  having  a  declarator  of  marriage, 
according  to  the  prayer  of  the  summons,  that 
this  virtuous  lady,  as  he  must  think  her,  might  be 
restored  to  his  arms,  that  she  might  live  happily 
with  Mr.  Macgregor,   as  Mrs.  JoUie,   or  Mrs. 
Macgregor.    But  this  claim  is  not  brought  for- 
ward till  after  those  circumstances   had  taken 
place.    Notwithstanding  all  that,  it  is  your  Lord- 
ships' duty,  if,  under  these  circumstances,  you  can 
believe  that  there  really  was  a  marriage  consti- 
tuted effectually,  constituted  upon  the  23rd  of 
May ;  it  is  your  duty,  notwithstanding  all  that, 
to  say  she  must  be  restored  to  his  arms;  whether 
you  ever  will  restore  her  to  his  arms  1  do  not 
know,  but  I  do  not  think  your  Lordships  will 
readily  make  yourselves  a  party  to  that  sort  of 
business. 
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My  Lords,  my  judgment  with  respect  to  this  1828. 
declarator  goes  upon  this,  that,  regard  being  had 
to  the  nature  of  the  evidence  which  you  have,  it 
appears  to  me  there  is  no  reason  to  believe  that 
there  was  a  free,  deliberate,  full,  voluntary,  so- 
lemn consent  given,  to  constitute  immediately  the 
relation  in  law  of  man  and  wife,  at  the  house  of 
the  priest  Robertson;  that  there  is  no  reason, 
from  the  proof,  to  believe  that  there  was  con- 
summation. The  circumstances  go  to  shew  there 
was  no  such  consent ;  they  are  evidence  that  the 
marriage  was  not  understood  by  this  gentleman 
himself  to  be  a  binding  and  valid  marriage.  This 
appears  clear  from  his  conduct  subsequent  to  it, 
as  well  as  from  his  conduct  prior  to  it ;  the  whole 
tends  to  show  no  such  consent  was  given,  and  al- 
though her  story  is  improbable,  it  is  not  half  so 
improbable  as  his  story. 

Under  all  the  circumstances,  admitting  as  I  do 
the  extreme  danger  that  attends  all  questions 
about  the  dissolution  of  supposed  marriages;  look- 
ing, on  the  other  hand,  to  it  as  a  most  important 
principle,  that  you  should  see  that  the  most 
sacred  relation  of  life  is  formed  deliberately  and 
foirly:  upon  the  whole,  I  think  the  decision  you 
ought  to  come  to,  (in  all  these  cases  you  cannot, 
perhaps,  be  quite  safe,  all  that  you  can  do,  is  to 
be  satisfied,  when  you  pronounce  judgment,  that 
you  are  pronouncing  the  real  effect  of  the  proofs,) 
the  best  decision,  in  my  opinion,  is  that  which 
should  lead  you  to  reverse  this  interlocutor  of 
declarator  of  marriage. 

I  will  again  repeat,  that  if  this  declarator  of 
marriage  should  be  supported,  I  still  should 
entertain  very  considerable  doubts  indeed,  whe- 
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1828.  ther,  regard  being  had  to  all  the  circumstances  of 
this  case»  the  Court  of  Session  ought  to  have  been 
permitted  to  proceed  one  step  further,  for  the 
purpose  of  the  ulterior  object  of  this  summons, 
without  considering  the  point,  whether,  under 
such  circumstances,  they  would,  or  would  not, 
decern  a  restitution  of  conjugal  rights.  As  to  the 
fact  of  the  alleged  marriage  itself,  my  opinion 
goes  along  with  that  which  has  been  expressed 
by  the  noble  Lord  who  has  addressed  the  House, 
subject  nevertheless  to  some  consideration  of  the 
terms  in  which  the  judgment  should  be  expressed, 
because  nothing  can  be  of  greater  importance, 
than  that  you' should  take  care  that,  by  the  terms 
of  the  judgment,  you  do  not  prejudice  any  future 
case.  I  would,  therefore,  with  your  Lordships' 
permission,  submit  to  you,  that  you  should  take 
some  time  to  consider  in  what  terms  the  judg- 
ment should  be  expressed ;  but,  with  respect  to 
the  substance,  that  this  declarator  of  marriage 
ought  not  to  be  supported,  I  perfectly  agree  with 
my  noble  friend  who  has  preceded  me* 


Upon  another  subsequent  day,  Lord  Eldan  said 
— My  Lords,  it  has  occurred  to  me,  since  I  before 
addressed  your  Lordships,  that  I  omitted  to  notice 
the  evidence  of  the  lapidary.  White,  and  that  of  a 
witness  of  the  name  of  Neill.  I  shall  only  now 
say,  that  after  repeatedly  considering  the  effect  of 
the  testimony  of  both  those  witnesses,  and  the 
effect  of  the  observations  contained  in  the  different 
printed  memorials  and  cases,  in  support  of,  and 
against  their  testimony,  that  testimony  might 
render  inaccurate  some  few  expressions,  to  be 
found  in  what  I  had  before  the  honor  of  stating 
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to  your  Lordships  upon  this  case,  yet  that  testi-      1828. 
mony  does  not,  in  any  degree,  in  my  judgment,     i^I^J^iu. 
authorise  any  change  of  opinion— *  that  this  reversal 
should  take  place. 


V, 
MACOREOOR* 


Upon  due  consideration  of  all  the  proceedings  20  J^^Ioe. 
in  this  action  of  declarator  of  marriage,  at  the 
instance  of  Malcolm  Macgregor  against  Mary 
Black  Macneill,  particularly  of  the  summons, 
dated  25th  March,  1818,  wherein  the  allegations 
set  forth  are — "  That  an  irregular  marriage  was 
*^  celebrated  between  the  said  Malcolm  Mac-  ' 
"'  gregor  and  the  said  Mary  Black  Macneill,  by 
"  Dr.  Macneill,  at  Holy  town,  in  spring,  1816, 
**  which  was  consummated  by  their  spending  se- 
'^  veral  nights  together  in  the  same  bed;  and 
**  that  they  considered  it  proper  on  their  return 
''  to  Edinburgh,  in  the  month  of  May,  1816,  that 
*^  no  time  should  be  lost  in  celebrating,  in  facia 
"  ecclesia,  that  marriage  which  had  been  irregu- 
**  larly  celebrated  between  them;  and,  accord- 
"  ingly  they  were,  in  the  month  of  May,  1816, 
**  regularly  married  by  the  Rev.  Joseph  Robert- 
'^  son,  minister  of  the  chapel  in  Leith  Wynd, 
'' Edinburgh;"  and  upon  examination  of  what 
has  been  established  by  evidence  in  the  Courts 
below,  with  reference  to  the  facts  alleged  in  the 
said  summons,  this  House  is  of  opiaion  that  there 
is  no  proof  whatever  of  any  marriage  between 
these  parties  having  at  any  time  taken  place  at 
Holytown,  or  of  any  regular  marriage,  in  facie 
ecclesiiB,  having  been  celebrated  between  them  at 
Edinburgh,  in  the  month  of  May,  1816.  And, 
further,  this  House,  taking  into  consideration  all 
the  facts  and  circumstances  proved  in  relation  to 
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1828.  the  conduct  of  the  parties,  both  before  and  after 
the  23rd  of  May,  1816,  is  of  opinion  that  there  is 
^'  not  evidence  sufficient  to  justify  the  conclusion, 
that  the  said  Mary  Black  Macneill,  and  the  said 
Malcolm  Macgregor,  did  on  the  23rd  of  May^ 
1816,  or  at  any  other  time,  voluntarily  and  de- 
liberately express  that  real  mutual  consent  im- 
mediately to  contract  marriage,  which,  by  the 
law  of  Scotland,  is  necessary  to  give  validity  to 
such  an  irregular  marriage,  as  is  alleged  to  have 
taken  place.  It  is  therefore  ordered  and  adjudged, 
by  the  Lords  spiritual  and  temporal^  in  Parliament 
assembled,  that  the  said  several  interlocutors, 
complained  of  in  the  said  appeal,  be,  and  the 
same  are  hereby  reversed ;  and  that  the  farther 
proceeding  in  this  action  be,  and  the  same  is 
hereby  remitted  to  the  Court  of  Session,  with 
instructions  to  give  directions  to  the  Commissary 
Court  to  dismiss  the  declarator  of  marriage  raised 
at  the  instance  of  the  said  Malcolm  Macgregor, 
by  summons  of  date  25th  of  March,  1818,  and  to 
assoilzie  the  defender,  the  said  Mary  Black  Mac- 
neill, from  all  the  conclusions  thereof.  And  this 
House  having  so  ordered  and  adjudged,  doth  not 
think  it  necessary  to  determine  upon  what  has 
been  submitted  to  its  consideration,  viz.  Whether 
the  several  .interlocutors,  herein  before  mentioned, 
could  have  bften  deemed  duly  pronounced,  in 
proceedings  to  which  Robert  JoUie,  and  the  chil- 
dren of  the  defender,  Mary  Black  Macneill  were 
not  parties  ? 


% 
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The  principal  topics  of  argament  in  sapport  of  the  judgpnent        1828. 
in  the  Court  below,  are  comprised  in  the  following  speeches  of      V^y^/ 
the  Lord  President,  on  advising  the  case  in  the  Court  of  Session,      m^wbiia 

MAOOR^eOB* 


Lord  President — This  is  a  most  distressing  case. 
I  shudder  at  the  consequeoces  of  touching  what 
may  be  considered  a  solemn  marriage.     Regular 
celebration  is  a  matter  of  order,  which,  by  remov- 
ing doubts,  gives  certainty  to  consenU  No  womim 
of  twenty-six  years  of  age  can  doubt  the  purpose 
for  which  she  goes  before  a  minister,  if  she  is  not 
an  idiot ;  and  Idiots  are  not  capable  of  consent. 
I  have  great  delicacy  in  touching  a  marriage  so 
celebrated.    It  is  said  here,  that  the   pursuer 
wishes  the  marriage  declared,  for  the  purpose  of 
bringing  a  divorce ;  but  if  Mr.  Macgregor  makes 
her  his  wife,  he  'can  never  get  a  divorce.     Instan- 
taneous repentance,  after  deliberate  consent,  will 
not  dissolve  a  marriage.     If  such  was  the  case, 
there  would  have  been  many  instances  in  point. 
Look  at  the  case  of  Mac  Adam.*  He  was  married 
at  breakfast  time.    In  the  afternoon  he  blew  out 
his  brains.  Here  it  was  wished  to  dissolve  the-mar- 
riage,  but  the  House  of  Lords  would  not  hear  of  it. 
This  might  have  been  a  rash  marriage,  but  it  was 
a  regular  one.    I  cannot  believe  there  was  concus- 
sion.   If  such  existed,  she  would  have  shewn  it. 
Macnaughton's  evidence  does  not  prove  it.     But 
from  circumstances  posterior  to  the  marriage, 
Macgregor  does  not  seem  to  believe  he  was  mar- 
ried.   It  is  a  new  case,  and  should  be  farther  in- 
vestigated, particularly  as  to  Dr.  Macneill's  pre- 
sence at  Mr.  Jollie's  marriage.     It  is  said,  that  the 
doctor  not  only  consented  to  Macgregor's  marriage^ 

♦  D.  P.  May,  1813,  MSS. 
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1838.      but  that  he  knew  it  had  taken  place.     If  so,  he 
was  the  most  criminal  of  all,  to  connive  at  Mr. 
Jolliers  marriage.     I  should  wish  to  be  of  the*  opi- 
nion of  Lords  Hermand  and  Balgray,  for  the  sake 
of  the  children ;    but  even  if  the  first  marriage 
should  be  adopted,  the  bonajides  of  Mr.  Jollie,  in 
contracting  the  second,  would  perhaps  protect 
them,  although  it  would  not  do  so  on  the  other 
side  of  the  water.    I  recollect  something  similar 
happened  in  Mr.  Riddell's  case,*  but  the  child 
died  before  a  decision.   I  had,  however,  then  spo- 
ken to  the  late  Lord  Meadowbank  on  the  subject, 
who  concurred  with  me,  in  thinking  that  the  child 
must  be  held  to  be  legitimate.    I  am  for  remitting 
to  the  Commissaries,  to  take  further  proof  upon 
every  circumstance  which  can  bear  upon  the  case. 
1 1  Jttn«,  18*25,      Lord  President^ — I  wish  very  much  I  could  have 
taken  the  same  view  as  my  brother,  considering  that 
there  are  children  of  this  marriage,  and  consider- 
ing also,  that  Mr.  Jollie  seems  to  be  the  only  person 
against  whom  there  can  be  no  reproach.    As  to 
both  of  the  other  parties  their  conduct  is  shameful. 
There  is  no  objection  to  Mr.  Jolliers  marriage; 
every  thing  was  regularly  and  solemnly  conducted, 
and  there  can  be  no  doubt  it  would  be  a  good 
marriage  if  it  had  not  been  vitiated  by  a  previous 
marriage,  but  that  is  the  question :    And,  there- 
fore, what  does  the  Pursuer  say  as  to  Mr.  JoUie's 
marriage,  which  did  not  take  place  till  the  14th 
of  June  ?  that  on  the  23rd  May  preceding  he  was 
married    by    the  Reverend  Joseph  Robertson; 
Mr.  Robertson  was  at  that  time  an  ordained 
minister  of  the  gospel,  and  was  entitled  by  the 
law  of  the  church  and  state  to  marry.    The  Pur- 

♦  Reported  by  Bell.  t  After  the  remit. 
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suer  produced  marriage  lines  from  the  session  1828. 
clerk  of  Edinburgh,  and  the  witnesses  to  the 
marriage  were  Mrs.  Robertson,  and  her  daughter. 
No  doubt  there  might  have  been  a  deficiency  in 
the  evidence,  for,  although  both  the  wife  and 
the  daughter  recollect  a  marriage,  they  might 
have  been  mistaken  about  the  lady ;  but  unfor*' 
tunately,  that  is  supplied  by  the  lady  herself,  for 
the  Defender  acknowledges  it.  It  is  true  Mr. 
Joseph  Robertson  may  have  turned  out  not  so 
respectable  a  character,  but  as  to  his  capability 
of  celebrating  a  marriage  he  was  just  as  fit  as  the 
other.  The  parties  were  thus  married  in  facie 
ecclesia,  in  both  the  marriages,  but  in  both  of 
them  without  actual  proclamation  of  banns; 
neither  of  them  were  regular;  the  one  was  just 
as  irregular  as  the  other. 

But  the  Defender  says  she  was  forced  into  the 
first  marriage ;  that  no  consent  was  given  by  her ; 
that  no  consummation  followed,  and  that  the 
Pursuer  knew  she  was  engaged  to  Mr.  Jollie. 
All  this  may  be  true ;  but  has  she  proved  either 
deceit,  threats,  or  force?  Is  there  the  slightest 
evidence  of  it  ?  She  says  the  Pursuer  asked  her 
in  the  evening  to  go  to  Mr.  Bridges,  that  he  had 
led  her  to  Mr.  Robertson  s,  and,  under  threats 
of  burning  the  settlements,  and  murdering  Mr. 
Jollie,  he  frightened  her  to  go  in.  There  is  no 
evidence  of  all  this ;  where  did  it  happen  ?  Was 
it  on  the  height  of  Lammermuir,  where  she  could 
get  no  assistance?  No,  this  took  place  in  a  sum- 
mer evening,  in  the  end  of  the  month  of  May. 
When  there  was  good  day  light,  she  is  led  through 
the  streets  of  Edinburgh  under  threats  of  burning 
her  father's  deeds,  and  murdering  lier  sweetheart; 
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1828.  was  tl^re  no  person  near  to  protect  her  and  take 
her  part  ?  Surely,  when  she  got  into  Mr.  Robert- 
^*  son's  house  she  was  under  protection ;  she  could 
at  least  have  told  him  of  the  threats  that  had 
been  used  against  her,  and  desired  him  to  send 
for  a  constable ;  but  she  says  nothing ;  she  does 
not  even  object  to  the  ceremony;  she  is  no  child 
at  the  time ;  she  was  twenty-six  years  of  age. 
There  is  no  evidence  of  all  this  alleged  force  and 
threats,  and,  to  me^  it  is  quite  incredible,  that 
all  this  could  have  taken  place  in  day  light  in  a 
summer  evening  and  in  the  streets  of  Edinburgh. 

Then,  what  happens  afterwards ;  they  walked 
home  together ;  they  sleep  at  least  in  the  same 
house  together.  It  is  true  there  is  no  evidence 
that  consummation  did  take  place,  and  you  will 
presume  it  the  more  that  this  lady  slept  in  the 
same  room  with  him  only  a  few  days  before.  It 
would  have  been  more  suitable  if,  on  that  oc- 
casion, she  had  slept  in  the  same  room  with  her 
father;  there  might  have  been  some  indelicacy  in 
this,  but  at  least  there  would  have  been  no  im- 
propriety, and  where  there  was  such  a  scarcity  of 
rooms,  it  would  have  been  more  proper  that  she 
had  slept  in  the  room  with  her  father,  instead  of 
that  of  a  stranger ;  therefore,  I  cannot  take  it  off 
her  hands  that  there  was  no  consummation,  but  at 
all  events  they  walked  home  together  arm  in  arm. 

No  doubt  it  is  true  that  both  parties  seem  af- 
terwards to  have  repented  of  the  marriage,  but 
repentance  however  soon  it  follows  consent  will 
not  do.  In  one  case  there  was  the  most  tremendous 
symptoms  of  repentance  in  the  case  of  Mc Adam. 
In  that  case  there  was  only  an  acknowledgment 
before  servants^  much  less  solaxm  than  in  the 
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presence  of  a  clergyman,  as  to  which  no  person      1828. 
in  their  senses  could  doubt  of  the  object  in  view,     ^J^^]^ 
no  mortal  can  be  mistaken ;   but  in  that  case  it        ^- 
was  found  both  m  this  Court  and  the  House  of 
Lords,  that  the  most  instantaneous  repentance 
could  not  undo  the  marriage.    Therefore  the  re- 
pentance of  the  first  marriage,  and  the  consent  to 
the  second,  will  not  do. 

I  will  not  say  and  I  have  no  occasion  to  say 
that  the  consent  before  a  clergyman  is  to  be  held 
as  propatio  probata.  But  this  I  will  say,  that  there 
is  no  case  where  the  consent  before  a  clergyman 
was  found  not  to  constitute  a  marriage,  except 
these  two  cases  of  the  children,  where  they  did 
not  come  before  the  clergyman  for  the  purpose  of 
being  married,  but  where  when  the  mother  was 
out  of  the  room  the  marris^e  was  performed,  and 
the  girl  was  taken  away  by  the  mother  before  it 
was  published,  so  that  there  was  no  consum- 
mation. 

The  only  thing  at  all  corroborative  of  the  Defen^ 
der's  story,  is  the  fact,  that  he  was  possessed  of 
Dr.  MacneilFs  settlements ;  but  then  his  answer  is 
just  as  good,  that  it  was  in  consequence  of  the 
marriage  that  the  Doctor  gave  him  possession  of 
them.  And  then  there  is  another  incomprehen- 
sible part  of  the  story,  that  is,  what  took  place 
at  Mr.  White's,  the  lapidary.  Dr.  Macueill  was 
present  on  that  occasic»i,  aad  Mr.  White  drank  to 
his  daughter's  health  as  Mrs.  Macgregor,  and  no 
objections  are  stated.  Then  something  took 
place  about  presents,  upon  which  the  Doctor  said 
to  Mr.  Macgregor^  "  It  will  all  be  your's";  which 
corroborates,  the  story,  not  only  of  their  being 
married,  but  of  liis  knowing  of^  and  beidg  en- 
trusted with  the  settlements. 
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1828.  The  only  thing  that  would  have  weighed,  and 

weighed  strongly,  in  my  mind,  if  this  first  mar*- 
riage  had  been  constituted  in  any  other  way  than 
in  facie  ecclesia^  for  you  will  observe  that  all  the 
clergymen  say,  that  they  never  saw  a  case  where 
the  marriage  lines  were  not  delivered  to  the  lady, 
but  Joseph  Robertson  gave  the  marriage  lines  on 
this  occasion  to  Macgregor  himself.  The  object 
of  giving  the  lines  to  the  lady  is,  that  she  may 
have  the  proof  of  the  marriage  in  her  own  posses- 
sion, and  in  that  case  there  can  be  no  want  of 
evidence  of  consent;  but  in  this  case  it  was  of 
less  consequence,  because  the  lady  could  have 
recourse  to  the  evidence  of  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Robert- 
son, and  their  daughter.  In  this  case,  the  evi- 
dence is  completely  supplied. 

There  can  be  no  doubt  that  the  Pursuer's  con- 
duct is  most  extraordinary,  and  most  unjustifi- 
able. He  saw  what  was  going  on  with  Mr. 
JoUie;  he  delivered  up  the  title  deeds  to  him; 
he  allowed  Mr.  JoUie  to  act  as  chief  mourner  at 
Dr.  Macneill's  funeral ;  he  went  to  church  with 
Mr.  and  Mrs.  JoUie;  he  sat  in  the  same  pew  with 
them.  In  short,  he  has  been  guilty  of  the  most 
gross  lenocinium  that  can  well  be  imagined,  and 
sure  I  am  that,  under  such  circumstances,  he  will 
never  be  able  to  get  a  divorce. 

I  wish  I  could  separate  this  second  marriage, 
which  was  every  way  regularly  conducted,  so  as 
to  give  effect  to  it.  But  this  I  cannot  do,  and 
considering  all  the  circumstances,  I  regret  I  can 
not  do  it.  But  the  first  marriage  being  consti- 
tuted, by  what  appears  to  me  to  be  a  legal  con- 
sent, nothing  on  earth  can  dissolve  it,  except  a 
divorce,  which  this  man,  I  think,  will  never  be 
able  to  obtain. 
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SCOTLAND.  ^^^• 

(court  of  session.) 
James  Pattison,  and  others  -    -    Appellants. 
William  Mills,  and  others    -     -     Respondents. 

A .  and  C*.  carrying  on  business  in  England  as  an  Insurance 
Company,  had  an  office  and  an  agent  in  Scotland,  with  whom 
C.  D.  &c.  for  themselves  and  others,  as  joint  owners  of  a  ves- 
sel, made  an  insurance,  receiving  from  the  agent  a  memoran- 
dum in  general  terms,  importing,  without  exception  of  any  sea 
risks,  that  the  vessel  was  insured,  and  that  a  policy  would  be 
prepared  and  sent  to  be  delivered  to  the  assured,  or  their  order, 
**  on  the  third  Monday  in  the  ensuing  month,  or  on  any  sub- 
"  sequent  day/'  Notice  of  the  effecting  of  the  insurance  was 
transmitted  by  the  Scotch  agent  to  the  principals  in  London, 
who,  two  months  after  the  date  of  the  memorandum,  trans* 
mitted  to  the  agent  a  policy  of  insurance,  containing  a  clause, 
by  which  the  operation  of  the  policy  was  to  be  suspended 
while  the  vessel  should  be  at  sea«     This  policy  was  not  de* 
manded  by,  nor  delivered,  nor  shewn  to  the  assured,  who  at 
the  end  of  the  year  renewed  their  policy  by  the  medium 
of  the  agent  in  Scotland,  but  by  a  memorandum  of  renewal, 
signed  by  the  agent  in  England,  and  referring  to  a  specific 
policy,  which  although  it  was  lying  at  the  agent's  office,  was 
not  then  demanded  by,  nor  delivered  or  shewn  to  the  assured. 
Soon  after  this  renewal  of  the  policy,  the  ship  was  lost  at  sea 
by  fire.  Under  these  circumstances,  a  judgment  of  the  Court  of 
Session,  reversing  a  sentence  of  the  Judge- Admiral,  was  affirm- 
ed on  appeal,  but  on  distinct  grounds,  the  House  of  Lords 
being  of  opinion,  that  the  memorandum  was  the  contract 
between  the  parties,  and  therefore  properly  admitted  in  evi- 
dence,  upon  the  trial  of  an  issue  directed  before  the  Jury 
Court ;  that  the  stat.  6  Geo.  I.  c.  18,  so  far  as  relates  to  In- 
surance Companies,  did  not  extend  to  Scotland ;  that  a  con- 
tract made  under  the  circumstances   above  stated,   wa«  a 
Scotch  contract;  and  that  the  principals  and  their  agents 
were  properly  included  in  the  same  action. 
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PATTwoih  ^  ^^  Appellants  in  this  case  represented  the 
•;^  Albion  Fire  and  Life  Insurance  Company.  The 
Appellant^  Warner  Phipps,  being  the  Secretary 
to  the  Company  in  London,  and  the  Appellant, 
Thomas  Hamilton,  being  their  Agent  at  Glasgow, 
but  neither  Mr.  Phipps  nor  Mr.  Hamilton  were 
Proprietors.  The  other  Appellants  were  Directors 
of  the  Company  and  Proprietors.  They  carried 
on  their  business  in  London,  where  their  policies 
were  invariably  executed,  and  all  t^e  Appellants 
were  resident  in  Londpn,  excepting  Thomas 
Hamilton, 

The  Respondents  were  the  Proprietors  of  a 
Steam  Boat  called  the  Robert  Bruce. 

In  the  month  of  July,  1820»  the  Respondent 
William  Mills,  (being  then  the  managing  owner 
of  the  steam  boat  called  the  Robert  Bruce,  and 
of  another  steam  boat  called  the  Superb,)  in  the 
name  of  himself  and  others  of  the  Respondents, 
but  as  the  agents  and  for  the  benefit  of  all  the 
Respondents,  applied  to  the  Appellant  Thomas 
Hamilton,  as  agent  in  Glasgow  for  the  Albion 
Company,  to  effect  an  insurance  to  the  extent  of 
3000/.  on  each  of  the  said  steam  boats,  and  to 
have  certain  policies  cancelled  which  had  been 
theretofore  effected  by  individual  owners  on  their 
respective  shares. 

Upon  the  occasion  of  effecting  this  insurance 
with  Thomas  Hamilton,  a  memorandum  or  cer- 
tificate was  delivered  to  the  Respondent  William 
Mills,  by  the  Appellant  Thomas  Hamilton,  of  the 
tenor  following — 

''  Albion  Fire  and  Life  Office,  Glasgow,  4th 
**  July,  1820. — James  Dennistoun,  William  Mills, 
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^*  Colin  Arrot,  James  Moffat,   John  T,  Alston,      1828. 

*'  Esquires,  as  a  committee  of  management  for 

**  themselves  and  others,  having  this  day  effected 

"  an  insurance  of  6000/.  with  the  undersigned, 

''  on  behalf  of  the  Albion  Fire  and  Life  Insurance 

*'  Company  of  London,  on  the  property  specified 

''  in  the  check  corresponding  with  this  memo- 

"  randum ;  a  policy  will  be  forthwith  prepared  at 

**  the  office  in  London,  for  the  said  insurance,  and 

"  such  poKcy  will  be  delivered  to  the  assured,  or 

"  to  his,  her,  or  their  order,  on  the  third  Monday 

*'  in  the  ensuing  month,  or  on  any  subsequent 

"  day.       (Signed)    P.     Thomas  Hamilton, 

*'  Agent  for  the  Company." 

The  proposed  insurance  being  accepted  by  the 
directors,  a  policy  of  insurance  was  made  and 
executed  in  London,  on  the  11th  of  September, 
1820,  containing  a  stipulation  that  the  insurance 
was  to  be  suspended,  and  remain  ont  of  force 
during  the  time  tiie  boat  might  be  at  sea. 

The  policy  was  never  applied  for  by  the  Res- 
pondents until  after  the  loss  of  the  Robert  Bruce, 
but  it  was  transmitted  from  London  soon  after  it 
was  executed,  and  was  lying  in  the  office  of 
Thomas  Hamilton  art  Glasgow. 

In  June  1821,  the  Respondent  William  Mills, 
(in  the  name  acid  on  the  behalf  of  himself,  and 
the  other  Respondents,)  renewed  for  anotiier  year 
the  insurance  effected  on  the  Robert  Bruce  and 

* 

the  Superb.  The  premium  was  paid  to  the 
Appellant  Thomas  Hamilton,  who  delivered  to 
the  Respondent  William  Mills,  a  memorandum 
or  certificate  in  the  following  terms,  subscribed 
by  the  Appellant  Warner  Phipps,  as  secretary  of 
the  Gompany. — 
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1828.  "  Albion  Fire  and  Life  Office,  London,  Mid- 

"  summer,  1821. — Renewal  Certificate  on  Fire 
"  Policy,  No.  56,978,  insuring  6000/.  to  James 
"  Dennistoun,  William  Mills,  Colin  Arret,  Jameis 
"  Moffat,  and  John  Thomas  Alston,  Esquires." 

"  One  Year's  Premium £31  10 

Duty   9    0 
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Total  Payment.  .£40  10 
*'  4000/,  insured  with  Eagle  Com- 
pany per  Policy,    No.  61,726,  J^    27    0 
Premium  and  Duty   


£67  10 

'*  1821.— This   is  to  declare  that  the  above 

**  Policy  has  been  renewed,  and  that  the  insurance 

**  granted  thereby  will  continue  in  force  from  the 

*'  24th  of  June,  1821,  to  the  24th  of  June,  1822. 

"  (Signed)    Warner  Phipps,  Secretary." 

On  the  28th  of  August,  1821,  the  Robert  Bruce 

was  destroyed  by  fire  at  sea,  while  on  a  voyage 

from  Liverpool  to  Dublin. 

Application  was  then  made  by  the  Respondents 
at  the  office  of  the  Appellant  Thomas  Hamilton, 
for  payment  of  the  sum  insured  on  the  Robert 
Bruce,  and  upon  that  claim  being  resisted  by  the 
Appellants,  the  Respondents  required  a  policy, 
framed  in  the  terms  in  which  they  contended  that 
it  ought  to  have  been  executed,  to  be  delivered 
to  them.  Upon  this  application,  a  policy  except- 
ing the  risk  of  loss  by  fire  at  sea,  was  tendered 
to  the  Respondents,  but  they  refused  to  accept 
it,  insisting  they  were  entitled  to  have  a  policy 
without  any  exception  of  risk  by  fire  while  the 
boat  might  be  at  sea,  and  upon  a  policy  of  that 
unlimited  nature  being  refused,  they  raised  their 
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action  against  the  Appellants  in  the  High  Court  1828. 
of  Admiralty  in  Scotland,  concluding  that  the  ^^^!^i^ 
Defenders  ought,  and  should  be  decerned  and  ^- 
ordained  conjunctly,  and  severally  by  decreet  of 
the  Judge  of  the  said  High  Court  of  Admiralty, 
immediately  to  furnish  and  deliver  to  the  Pursuers 
a  valid  and  effectual  policy  of  insurance  upon  the 
said  steam  boats  or  packets  for  the  said  sum  of 
6000/.  sterling,  and  that  for  the  period  of  one 
year  from  the  24th  day  of  June  then  last  1821, 
wrhen  the  premium  therefor  was  paid,  and  con- 
taining in  the  said  policy,  the  usual  clauses,  and 
an  obligation  of  insurance  against  the  usual  risks 
as  before  specified,  and  among  others  an  insurance 
against  the  risk  of  damage  occasioned,  or  which 
might  be  occasioned,  to  the  said  steam  boats  or 
packets  by  fire,  at  any  time  and  any  where  during 
the  period  aforesaid  of  the  insurance,  and  whether 
such  policy  should  be  furnished  and  delivered  to 
the  Pursuers  or  not,  or  in  whatever  terms  they 
might  express  or  had  expressed  the  same,  they 
the  said  Defenders  should  be  decerned  and  or- 
dained by  decreet  foresaid,  conjunctly  and  seve- 
rally to  make  payment  to  the  Pursuers  of  the 
foresaid  sum  of  3000/.  sterling,  being  the  sum 
insured  upon  the  said  steam  boat  or  packet, 
Robert  Bruce,  with  lawful  interest,  &c. 

The  Appellants  put  in  defences  amoimting  in 
substance  to  a  denial  that  they  had  ever  under- 
taken the  insurance  upon  the  terms  alleged,  and 
further  contending  that  such  an  undertaking  even 
if  made,  would  have  been  void  in  law  by  the 
operation  of  the  statute*  6  Geo.  I.  c.  18;  by  the 

♦  The  act  giving  a  monopoly  of  intarance  to  the  Royal  Ex- 
change and  London  Auurance  Companies  which  is  repealed, 
80  far  as  relates  to  the  monopoly,  by  5  Geo*  IV.  c.  114. 
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"  said  respective  charters  or  indentures  for  erect- 
**  ing  the  two  Corporations  before  mentioned,  and 
*'  passing  the  same  under  the  said  Great  Seal, 
''  for  and  during  the  continuance  of  the  same 
"  Corporations  respectively,  or  either  of  them, 
"  all  other  Corporations  or  Bodies  Politic  before 
''  this  time  erected  or  established,  or  hereafter  to 
"  be  erected  or  established,  whether  such  Corpo- 
"  rations  or  Bodies  Politic,  or  any  of  them,  be 
^'  sole  or  aggregate,  and  all  such  societies  and 
*'  partnerships  as  now  are,  or  hereafter  shall  or 
**  may  be  entered  into  by  any  person  or  persons 
^'  for  assuring  ships  or  merchandizes  at  sea,  or 
*'  for  lending  money  upon  bottomry,  shall  by 
*'  force  and  virtue  of  this  act  be  restrained  from 
"  gpranting,  signing,  or  underwriting,  any  policy 
**  or  policies  of  assurance,  or  making  any  con- 
*'  tracts  for  assurance  of  or  upon  any  ship  or  ships, 
^'  goods  or  merchandizes  at  sea,  or  going  to  sea, 
and  from  lending  any  monies  by  way  of  bot- 
tomry as  aforesaid,  and  if  any  Corporation  or 
"  Body  Politic,  or  persons  acting  in  such  society 
*'  or  partnership,  (other  than  the  two  Corporations 
**  intended  to  be  established  by  this  act,  or  one 
"  of  them,) .  shall  presume  to  grant,  sign,  or 
**  underwrite,  after  the  24th  of  June,  1720,  any 
''  such  policy  or  policies,  or  make  any  such  con- 
tract or  contracts  for  assurance  of  or  upon  any 
ship  or  ships,  goods  or  merchandizes  at  sea  or 
going  to  sea,  or  take  or  agree  to  take  any  pre- 
mium or  other  reward  for  such  policy  or 
"  policies,  every  such  policy  and  policies  of 
**  assurance  of  or  upon  any  such  ship  or  ships. 
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••  goods  or  merchandises,  sbslll  be  ipso  facto  void,      1828, 

**  and  all  and  every  sum  and  sums  so  signed  or 

**  undervnritten  in  such  policy  or  policies  shall  be 

''  forfeited,  and  shall  and  may  be  recovered,  to 

''  wit,  one  mdiety  theredf  to  the  use  of  His 

*'  Majesty,  his  heirs  and  sliccessorS)  aild  the  other 

'*  moiety  thereof  to  the  usiei  of  such  person  or 

'*  persons  as  will  inform  olr  sue  for  the  same  in 

**  any  of  His  Majesty's  Courts  of   Record  at 

''  Westminster^  ih  which  action,  suit  ctr  informa- 

*'  tion,  no  essoin,  protection,  privilege,  wager  of 

**  law^   or  more  than  one  imparlance  shidl  be 

**  giranted  Or  allowed.    And  if  any  Ck)rjporatio& 

**  ot  Body  Politic,  or  persdiis   acting  in  such 

*'  society  or  partnership  as  aforesaid,  other  than 

**  the  two  Corporations  intended  to  be  established 

**  by  this  act,  or  one  of  them  shall  presume  to 

**  lend^  or  agree  to  lend,  or  advance  by  them- 

*'  selves,  or  any  others  on  their  behalf,  after  the 

"  said  24th  of  June,  1720,  any  money  by  way  of 

**  bottomry  as  aforesaid,  contrary  to  this  act,  the 

''  bond  or  other  security  for  the  same  shall  be 

**  ipso  facto  void,  add  such  agreement  shall  be 

''  adjudged  to  be  kn  usurious  contract,  and  thd 

**  offenders  therein  shall  suffer  as  in  cases  of 

'^  usury.     Nevertheless  it  is  intended  sltid  hereby 

*'  declared,  that  iny  private  or  partictdar  per^bti 

"  or  persons  shall  be  at  liberty  to  write  or  under-^ 

'*  write  any  policies,  or  engage  himself  or  herself 

''  in  any  assurances  of,  for,  or  upon  any  ship  or 

''  ships,  goods  or  merchandizes  at  sea  or  going  id 

*'  sea^  or  may  lend  money  by  way  of  bottomry  as 

^'  aforesaid,  as  fully  and  beneficially  as  if  this  act 

*'  bad  never  been  made,  so  as  the  same  be  not 

*-*  upon  the  account  or  risque  of  a  Corporation* or 
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1828.  "  Body  Politic,  or  upon  the  account  or  risque  of 
"  persons  acting  in  a  society  or  partnership  for 
''that  purpose  as  aforesaid:  any  thing  herein 
''  contained  to  tl^  contrary  notwithstanding." 

The  Judge  Admiral  by  an  interlocutor  bearing 
date  the  16th  of  May,  1822,  repelled  the  defence 
founded  on  the  statute  6  Geo.  J.  c.  18 ;  but  sub- 
sequently on  advising  a  petition  for  the  Appel- 
lants, the  Judge  Admiral  superseded  consideration 
of  the  defence  on  the  statute.  The  Judge  Admiral 
afterwards  assoilzied  the  Appellants  from  the 
action,  on  the  ground  that  the  insurance  under- 
taken by  the  Appellants  did  not  extend  to  loss 
at  sea,  but  he  found  the  Appellants  entitled  to 
no  costs. 

The  case  was  thereupon  removed  into  the 
Court  of  Session  by  mutual  process  of  reduction 
of  the  decree  of  the  Judge  of  the  High  Court  of 
Admiralty — the  Appellants  insisting  they  were 
entitled  to  costs — the  Respondents  that  judgment 
ought  to  have  been  given  for  them  (the  Respon- 
dents,)— and  the  Respondents'  summons  of  reduc- 
tion, after  praying  that  the  Judge  Admiral's 
interlocutors  against  them  should  be  reduced, 
retracted,  rescinded,  cassed,  annulled,  decerned 
and  declared  null,  &c.  concluded  (in  the  same 
terms  as  the  process  in  the  Admiralty  Court,) 
that  the  Defenders  (Appellants)  ought  to  be 
decerned  and  ordained  to  deliver  a  policy  for 
a  year  from  the  24th  of  June,  1821,  without  any 
exception  of  risk  by  fire  at  sea,  and  whether  such 
policy  should  be  so  delivered  or  not,  that  they 
ought  to  be  decreed  and  ordered  to  pay  the  sum 
stated  to  be'  insured,  viz.  3000/.  with  costs,  &c. 
Memorials  and  condescendences  and  revised 
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condescendences  were  presented  and  put  in  on  1828. 
each  side.  In  the  memorial  for  the  Appellants, 
they  stated  the  act  of  6  Geo.  I.  c.  18,  as  incapaci- 
tating them  from  undertaking  an  insurance  against 
loss  at  sea,  and  relied  also  on  circumstances 
before  referred  to,  and  other  particulars,  as  shew^ 
ing  that  in  point  of  fact  they  had  not  undertaken 
an  insurance  against  such  a  loss. 

The  memorial  and  condescendence  presented  and 
put  in  on  the  part  of  the  Pursuers,  (Respondents) 
set  forth  a  variety  of  matters  with  a  view  of 
proving  that  when  they  effected  their  insurance 
on  the  Robert  Bruce,  they  supposed  they  were 
effecting  an  absolute  insurance  without  exception 
of  sea  risk. 

On  the  13th  of  May,  1826,  the  second  division 
of  the  Court  of  Session  pronounced  a  special 
interlocutor,  by  which  "  having  resumed  con- 
<'  sideration  of  the  conjoined  actions  and  pro- 
**  ceedings  therein,  with  the  condescendences, 
**  revised  condescendences,  and  answers  for 
**  Thomas  Hamilton,  they  remitted  the  actions 
"  to  the  Jury  Court,  to  be  there  proceeded  with 
*'  according  to  the  statute." 

The  following  issue  was  adjusted  by  the  Jury 
Court  for  the  trial  of  the  cause,  which  was 
directed  to  be  tried  at  Glasgow. 

''  It  being  admitted  that  on  the  27th  or  28th 
''  days  of  August,  1821,  the  steam  vessel  called 
'*  the  Robert  Bruce,  the  property  of  the  Pursuers, 
"  was  destroyed  by  fire  while  at  sea,  on  her 
*'  voyage  betwixt  Liverpool  and  Dublin;  whether 
**  the  Defenders  promised  and  agreed  to  insure 
'*  the  Pursuers  to  the  extent  of  3000/.  or  about 
**  that  sum,  from  loss  and  damage  whick  might 
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1828.  *^  be  caused  by  fire  to  the  said    steam  Tessel 

^fl!!!!^^  "  while   at  sea  as  aforesaid ;    and  whether  the 
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•;^  "  Defenders  have  foiled  to  perform  the  said  pro- 
^'  mise  and  agreement  to  the  loss  and  damage  of  the 
^'  Pursuers.  Damages  laid  at  3000/.  (Signed) 
'^  William  Adam,  Lord  Chief  Commissioner." 

The  issue  was  tried  before  the  Lord  Chief 
Commissioner,  at  Glasgow,  on  the  20th  day  of 
September,  1826,  when  a  general  verdict  was 
found  for  the  Pursuers,  subject  to  %  bill  of 
exceptions,  which  after  stating  the  issue,  kc, 
proceeded  thus :  And,  upon  the  trial  of  the  said 
issue,  the  counsel  learned  in  the  law  for  the  said 
Pursuers,  to  maintain  and  pt'ove  his  case  under 
the  said  issue,  did  offer  to  give  in  evidence,  cer- 
tain certificates  or  receipts,  being  eight  in  number, 
the  same  having  been  formerly  given  by  the  said 
Thomas  Hamilton,  as  such  agent  as  aforesaid,  to 
the  several  individuals  (whereof  six  only  ai'e 
parties  to  the  present  action)  on  occasion  of  those 
eight  individuals  effecting  each  one  a  several 
insurance  with  the  said  Company  upon  his  several 
share  and  interest  in  the  said  ship,  for  the  yedf 
firom  the  14th  of  August,  1819,  to  the  29th  of 
September,  1820 ;  of  which  said  certificates  or 
receipts,  one  was  and  is  in  the  following  or  similar 
terms :  **  Albion  Fire  and  Life  and  Office,  Glas-^ 
••gow,  14th  of  August,  1819.  William  Mills,  Esq. 
''  having  this  day  effedted  an  insurance  of  200/. 
**  with  the  undersigned,  on  behalf  of  the  Albion 
**  Fire  and  Life  Insurance  Company  of  London, 
**  on  the  property  specified  in  the  check  corres* 
''  ponding  with  this  memorandum,  a  policy  will 
*'  be  forthwith  prepared  at  the  office  in  London 
*'  for  the  said  insurance,  and  such  policy  ^ill  be 
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"  Insured  up  to  the  29th  of  September,  1820." 
And  on  the  back  of  which  said  certificate  or 
receipt  there  was  and  is  the  following  indorse- 
ment: 

**  This  receipt  insures,  viz«  on  the  Robert 
**  Bruce  steam-boat,  at  present  plying  between 
**  Glasgow  and  Liverpool,  200A 

''  (Signed)  P.  Thos.  Hamilton,  R.M." 
And  the  remainder  of  which  said  certificates 
or  receipts,  so  ofiered  in  evidence  as  aforesaid, 
were  and  are  in  the  same  or  similar  terms.  And 
the  said  Counsel  for  the  said  Pursuers,  in  further 
maintenance  of  the  said  issue  on  the  part  of  the 
said  pursuers,  did  further  tender  and  offer  in 
evidence  a  letter,  dated  the  31st  of  August,  1819, 
from  the  said  Thomas  Hamilton,  the  said  Defen- 
der, and  agent  for  the  said  Company  at  Glasgow, 
to  Warner  Phipps,  Esq.  London,  secretary  to  the 
said  Albion  Fire  and  Life  Insurance  Company  of 
London,  Defenders  aforesaid,  and  a  letter  in 
answer  thereto,  from  the  said  Warner  Phipps, 
dated  the  3d  of  September^  1819,  to  the  said 
Thomas  Hamilton,  respectively  written  and  sent 
on  occasion  of  effecting  the  said  insurance  referred 
to  in  the  said  certificate :  From  which  said  letters 
the  Counsel  for  the  Pursuers  proposed  to  offer  in 
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"  delivered  to  the  assured,  or  to  his,  her,  or  their      1828. 
*'  order,  on  the  third  Monday  in  the  ensuing     ^tJ!^I^ 
"  month,  or  on  any  subsequent  day.  ^  »; 

"  (Signed)      Pr.   Thos.  Hamilton,   Agent  for 

"  the  Company,  Robert  Mitchell.'* 

"  Premium £\    4    6 

"Duty 0    7    0 
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1828.^  evidence  as  aforesaid  excerpts  in  the  terms 
following ;  that  is  to  say :  **  I  have  this  day  sent, 
**  per  mail-coach,  a  parcel  containing  commissioD 
*'  account  and  account-current;  and  inclosed  you 
''  will  receive  bills  for  the  balance  at  the  credit 
'*  of  the  Company,  amount  1215/.  6^.  ^d. 

"  The  parcel  contains  also  twenty  fire  orders, 
**  fire  renewal  sheet  for  August,  Midsummer,  and 
''  life  renewal  sheet  for  August,  amount  to  the 
"  credit  of  the  Company,  as  noted  below;  also 
"  order  on  Eagle  Company  for  8/.  10*. 

''  I  am  not  disposed  to  think  that  the  insurers 
*'  of  the  Robert  Bruce  steam-boat,  as  per  fire- 
**  orders  No.  14.  to  22,  inclusive,  excepting 
"  No.  21,  will  be  satisfied  with  the  introduction 
**  of  the  clause,  '  but  not  while  the  same  shall  be 
**  at  sea.'  I  think  that,  in  addition  to  the  rivers, 
V  the  channel  ought  to  be  admitted,  as  this  vessel 
"  is  expressly  to  ply  between  Clyde  and  Liver- 
*'  pool,  and  will  be  a  great  part  of  her  time  in 
"  the  channel." 

And  which  said  answer  of  the  said  Warner 
Phipps,  was  offered  in  evidence  as  aforesaid,  and 
is  in  the  terms  following,  that  is  to  say : 

*t  In  answer  to  your  remarks  respecting  the 
**  clause  which  exempts  the  Company  from  loss 
''  on  steam-boats  while  at  sea,  I  have  to  state  that 
'*  it  is  a  point  in  which  we  have  no  choice.  The 
**  Royal  Exchange  and  the  London  Assurance  are 
**  the  only  Companies  which  have  a  right,  as 
**  Companies,  to  undertake  insurances  on  vessels 
**  while  at  sea,  and  no  other  Company  can  law- 
**  fully  undertake  such  risk.  If,  therefore,  the 
"  Proprietors  of  the  Robert  Bruce  are  not  con- 
^*  tent  to  hold  our  policies  with  the  exception 
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^*  complained  of,  I  will  thank  you  to  advise  me,     }^^ 
^' and  we  shall  then,    of  course,  consider  the 
**  insurance  not  to  be  renewed  after  the  present." 

To  the  admissibility  of  all  which  certificates 
imd  letters,  or  excerpts  therefrom,  being  given  in 
evidence,  the  Counsel  learned  in  the  law  for  the 
said  Defenders  did  object,  as  not  legal  or  compe- 
tent matter  to  be  given  in  evidence  in  maintenance 
of  the  issue  on  the  part  of  the  said  Pursuers. 
But  the  said  Lord  Chief  Commissioner  did  then 
and  there  deliver  it  as  his  opinion,  that  the  cer- 
tificates and  letters  were  legal  and  competent 
evidence  in  maintenance  of  said  issue ;  and  did 
allow  the  same  to  be  produced,  and  given  in 
evidence  on  the  part  of  the  said  Pursuers.  And 
the  said  Counsel  for  the  said  Pursuers,  in  mainte- 
nance of  the  said  issue,  did  propose  to  give  in 
evidence  a  certificate  and  receipt  dated  the  4th  of 
July,  1 820,  granted  by  the  said  Thomas  Hamil- 
ton, agent  as  aforesaid,  at  the  time  of  receiving  the 
order  to  obtain  a  policy  of  insurance  from  the 
said  Company  on  the  said  steam  vessel ;  which 
said  certificate  was  and  is  in  the  terms  following, 
that  is  to  say : 

"  Albion  Fire  and  Life  OflSce, — Glasgow,  4th 
"of  July,  1820. — James  Dennistoun,  William 
"  Mills,  Colin  Arrott,  James  Moffat,  and  John  T. 
"  Alston,  Esqrs.  as  a  committee  of  management, 
"  for  themselves  and  others ;  having  this  day 
"  effected  an  insurance  of  6000/.  with  the  under- 
"  signed,  on  behalf  of  the  Albion  Fire  and  Life 
"  Insurance  Company  of  London,  on  the  property 
**  specified  in  the  check  corresponding  with  this 
'*  memorandum,  a  policy  will  be  forthwith  pre- 
'^  pared  at  the   office  in  London  for  the  said 
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1828.      '*  insurajace,  and  auch  policy  will  be  delivered  to 
^^JJJlJ^     *^  to  the  assured,  or  to  his,  her,  or  their  order,  on 
^'         *'  the  third  Monday  in  the  ensuing  month,  or  on 
"  any  subsequent  day. 

*'  (Signed)     P.  Thomas  Hamilton^  Agent  for 

^'  the  Company,  Robert  Mitcheix. 

"Premium £31    10    0 

*'Duty 9     0    0 


£40  10  0" 
And  the  said  Counsel  for  the  said  Pursuers,  in 
further  maintenance  of  the  said  issue,  on  the  part 
of  the  said  Pursuers,  proposed  to  give  in  eridence 
a  policy  of  insurance,  of  date  the  11th  of  Sep* 
tember,  1820,  numbered  56,978,  made  by  the  said 
office  in  pursuance  of  the  said  last  mentioned 
certificate  or  receipt;  and  which  policy  of  in- 
surance was  and  is  in  the  following  terms : 

"  Whereas  James  Dennistoun,  William  Mills, 
"  Colin  Arrott,  James  Moffat,  and  John  T.  Alston, 
"  Esqrs.  of  Glasgow,  as  a  committee  of  manage- 
"  ment,  lor  themselves  and  others,  have  paid  to 
'^  the  Albion  Fire  and  Life  Insurance  Company  c^ 
**  London,  the  sums  above  stated  to  have  been 
"  received  on  the  grant  of  this  policy,  for  pre- 
"  mium  and  duty,  and  have  agreed  and  conditioned 
''  to  pay,  or  cause  to  be  paid  to  the  said  Company, 
"  from  time  to  time,  at  its  house  ia  New  Bridge 
"  Street,  London,  or  to  some  one  of  its  accredited 
'^  agents,  the  sums  above  stated  to  be  in  future 
"  due,  for  the  renewal  or  comitinuaDce  of  tiliis 
"  policy,  at  the  period  or  periods  also  above 
'^  stated.  Now,  be  it  hereby  known,  tiiat  from 
"  the  30th  day  of  June,  1820,  and  so  long  as 
''  suckfiitujre  paymentsso  conditioned  to  he  made 
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''  shall  be  made»  and  the  directors  of  the  said  1828. 
''  Company  for  the  tiwte  beings  shall  s^ree  to 
**  i^ccept  such  payments ;  the  capital  stock,  a^id 
''  the  funds  of  the  said  Comps^ny,  sh^U  be  sub- 
^*  ject  and  liable  to  p$Ly>  and  m^tke  good  to  the 
**  person  or  persons  abpvemeationedj  and  by 
whom  such  payment  is  sq  acknowledged  to 
have  been  made,  or  to  hh,  hex,  or  tU^ir  heirs, 
''executors,  or  administrators,  all  such  loss  or 
''  damage,  as  the  said  person  or  persons  so  assured 
**  shall  suffer  by  ^re  on  the  property  herein  after 
'*  described,  not  exceeding  in  the  whole  the  sum 
''  of  6000/.  sterling,  and  not  exceeding  in  any 
''  case,  the  sum  which  shall  be  specifically  stated 
''  against  the  property  herein  after  described ; 
*'  that  is  to  say,  3000/.  on  the  steam  boat  *  Robert 
**  Bruce,'  including  machinery  and  apparatus  be* 
**  longing  thereto,  now  plying  a^  a  passage  boat 
"  between  the  Clyde  and  Liverpool,  and  3000/. 
''  on  the  steam  boat  '  Superb,'  including  ma* 
''  chinery  and  apparatus  belonging  thereto,  and 
''  now  plying  a^  a  passage  boat  between  the 
"  Clyde  and  Liverpool. — N.B.  It  is  agreed  that 
''  the  said  boats  shsdl  have  liberty  to  lie  or  ply  19 
**  any  port,  harbour,  river,  dock,  or  navigably 
''  canal  in  the  United  Kingdom  of  Great  Britain 
''  and  Ireland,  but  that  the  insurance  by  this 
''  policy  shall  be  suspended,  tuid  remain  out  of 
''  force,  as  regards  either  of  the  said  bo<its^  during 
^'  the  time  she  may  be  at  sea. — 1600/.  are  insured 
'*  on  each  of  the  above  mentioned  steam  boats, 
''  with  the  Eagle  Insurance  Compsmy." 

''  Memorandum, — It  being  the  intention  of  this 
''  Company,  that  only  one  of  its  policies  shall  be 
'*  in  force  at  any  one  time,  in  &vour  itf  the  ^wie 
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1828.  "  person  or  persons  on  the  same  property,  it  is 
''  declared,  in  the  case  of  any  former  insurance 
"  having  been  granted  by  the  Company  to  the 
"  person  or  persons  herein  named,  on  the  property 
**  above  described,  that  this  policy  shall  not  take 
**  effect,  until  such  former  insurance  shall  have 
**  ceased,  or  shall  be  given  up.  The  unexpired 
"  value  of  former  policies  may  be  at  all  times  re- 
*'  ceived  in  aid  of  new  insurance.  It  is  farther 
**  expressly  declared,  that  this  policy  shall  be 
'*  valid  only  on  the  condition  of  the  former  poli- 
"  cies  of  the  said  Company,  No.  54,600,  54,601, 
•'  54,602,  54,603,  54,604,  64,606,  64,606,  64,608, 
*•  54,611,  and  56,107,  being  held  to  be  cancelled 
"  and  made  void." 

And  it  was  further  proposed  by  the  Counsel  for 
the  said  Pursuers,  to  prove,  in  support  of  the 
said  issue,  that  the  said  policy  of  insurance  was 
not  transmitted  by  the  said  Defenders,  the  Albion 
Company,  to  the  said  Defender  Thomas  Hamilton, 
their  agent,  until  the  month  of  December,  1 820 ; 
and  that  the  said  policy,  regularly  executed,  was 
then  transmitted  to  Glasgow,  to  the  said  Thomas 
Hamilton,  in  pursuance  of  the  said  order  of  in- 
surance, and  was,  at  the  date  aforesaid,  in  said 
oflGice  at  Glasgow,  ready  for  delivery,  and  that 
the  same  was  not  sent  for  by  the  said  Pursuers; 
nor  did  the  said  Thomas  Hamilton  send  the  said 
policy  to  the  Pursuers,  but  that  it  remained  in 
the  office  of  the  said  Thomas  Hamilton,  and  was 
not  delivered  prior  to  the  loss  of  the  said  vessel, 
but  offered,  when  demanded,  under  protest,  on 
3d  September,  1821. 

And  the  said  Counsel  for  the  Pursuers  did  fur- 
ther, in  order  to  maintain  the  said  issue,  give  in 


£67     10 
*^  This  is  to  declare,  that  the  above  policy  has 
''  been  renewed,  and  that  the  insurance  granted 
**  thereby,  will  continue  in  force  from  the  24th 
"  June,  1821,  to  the  24th  June,  1822." 

"  (Signed)  Warner  Phipps,  Secretary." 
And  the  said  counsel  for  the  said  pursuers,  in 
further  maintenance  of  the  said  issue  on  their 
part,  did  propose  and  oflFer  to  give  in  evidence, 
by  Peter  Gillies,  clerk  of  the  said  pursuer  Wil- 
liam Mills,  that  in  the  month  of  June  or  July 
1820,  and  in  July  1821»  conversations  took  place 
in  his,  the  witness's,  presence,  between  the  said 
William  Mills,  acting  for  himself,  and  as  the 
agent  and  manager  for  the  other  pursuers,  and 
Robert  Mitchell,  clerk  of  the  said  Thomas  Hamil- 
ton, defender,  he  the  said  Robert  Mitchell  acting 
for  the  said  Robert  Hamilton  in  the  insurance  in 
question,  that  the  said  conversations  related  to 

VOL   II,  o  o 
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evidence  a  certificate  or  receipt,  dated  London,  1828. 
Midsummer,  1821,  given  by  the  said  Thomas 
Hamilton  to  the  said  William  Mills ;  which  said 
certificate  or  receipt  was  and  is  in  the  following 
terms ;  that  is  to  say :  **  Albion  Fire  and  Life 
**  Office,  London,  Midsummer,  1821, — Renewal 
•*  certificate  on  fire  policy  No.  56,978,  insuring 
''  6000/.  to  James  Dennistoun,  William  Mills, 
*'  Colin  Arrott,  James  Moffat,  and  John  T.  Alston, 
*'  Esquires." 

"  One  year's  premium,  31/.  10s.  >  £.^     .q 

duty  9/.  total  payment S 

**  4000/.  insured  with  the  Eagle  ^ 

Company,     per     policy    No.>-  £27      0 

6 J, 725,  premium  and  duty    . .  ) 
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1828.  the  terms  or  conditions  of  the  aforesaid  proposal 
^;tl!^  to  insure,  and  to  renew  the  insurance  on  the  said 
^'  Robert  Bruce  steam-boat,  for  the  year  from  the 
24th  day  of  June,  1820,  to  the  24th  day  of  June, 
1821,  and  from  June  1821  for  another  year;  and 
that  in  the  said  conversations  no  allusion  was 
made  by  the  said  Robert  Mitchell  as  to  the  risk 
being  limited  in  any  way  on  the  said  Robert 
Bruce  steam-boat. 

And  in  further  maintenance  of  the  issue  afore- 
said^ and  for  the  purpose  also  aforesaid,  the  said 
counsel  for  the  said  pursuers  did  further  offer  to 
give  in  evidence,  by  the  testimony  of  the  said 
Peter  Gillies,  that  a  certain  other  conversation 
was  had,  in  his  presence,  in  July  1821,  between 
the  said  William  Mills  and  the  said  Robert 
Mitchell,  acting  as  aforesaid,  viz.  that  at  the  time 
when  the  said  certificate  of  renewal  was  so  given 
as  aforesaid,  and  that  in  such  last-mentioned  con- 
versation nothing  was  said  about  a  limitation  of 
the  insurance  as  to  sea  risk«  To  the  admissi- 
bility of  which  said  evidence  respecting  the  said 
conversations,  the  counsel  of  the  said  defenders 
did  then  and  there  object,  as  not  legal  or  com- 
petent evidence  in  maintenance  of  the  said  issue 
on  the  part  of  the  said  pursuers.  But  the  said 
Lord  Chief  Commissioner  did  then  and  there 
deliver  it  as  his  opinion  that  the  same  was  legal 
and  competent  evidence  to  maintain  the  said 
issue;  and  the  same  evidence  was  accordingly 
then  and  there  admitted  and  received  on  the  part 
of  the  said  pursuers.  And  the  said  counsel  for 
the  said  pursuers,  in  further  maintenance  of  the 
said  issue,  did  further  propose  and  offer  to  give 
in  evidence,  that  the  premium  paid  to  the  Allnoa 
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Fire  and  Life  Insurance  Company,  for  insuring  1828. 
steam-vessels  against  risk  of  fire  at  sea,  was 
10^.  6d.  per  cent,  which  was  equal  to  the  rate  of 
premium  proved  to  have  been  paid  in  certain  other 
cases  for  such  insurance  at  the  time  of  ordering 
the  insurance  in  question.  To  the  admissibility 
of  which  said  evidence,  the  said  counsel  for  the 
said  defenders  did  then  and  there  object.  And 
the  said  counsel  for  the  said  pursuers  did  further 
propose  to  give  in  evidence,  that  the  practice  of 
agents  in  Glasgow  for  English  and  Scottish  in- 
surance companies,  including  the  agents  for  the 
defenders,  the  Albion  Company,  is,  to  send  the 
policies  effected  at  those  oflGices  to  the  assured, 
as  evidence  to  shew,  that  it  was  in  like  manner  the 
duty  of  the  said  defenders,  the  said  Albion  Com- 
pany, or  of  the  said  Thomas  Hamilton,  as  their 
agent,  to  have  sent  the  said  policies  so  effected 
with  them  as  aforesaid  to  the  said  assured.  To 
the  admissibility  of  which  said  evidence  the  said 
counsel  for  the  said  defenders  did  then  and  there 
in  like  manner  object,  as  not  being  legal  or  com- 
petent evidence  on  the  part  of  the  said  pursuers 
in  maintenance  of  the  said  issue.  But  the  said 
Lord  Chief  Commissioner  did  then  and  there 
deliver  it  as  his  opinion,  that  the  said  several 
matters  so  proposed  and  tendered  in  evidence  for 
the  purposes  aforesaid,  and  so  objected  to  as 
aforesaid,  were  fit  and  competent  to  be  given  in 
evidence  under  the  sstid  issue:  and  then  and 
there  allowed  the  same  to  be,  and  the  same  were 
accordingly  given  in  evidence  in  that  behalf. 
And  the  said  counsel  for  the  said  defenders  did 
then  and  there  insist,  before  the  said  Lord  Chief 
Commissioner,  that  all  the  said  parole  evidence 
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1828.  SO  allowed  to  be  given,  and  the  certificates  and 
letters,  or  excerpts  thereof,  so  allowed,  to  be 
f;.  produced  and  read  on  the  part  of  the  said  pur- 
suers, and  so  objected  to  by  the  said  counsel  for 
the  said  defenders,  should  not  have  been  left  to 
the  Jury,  or  referred  to  their  consideration,  be- 
cause the  aforesaid  parole  and  written  evidence 
admitted  to  be  given  as  aforesaid,  was  not  evi- 
dence admissible  in  law  to  maintain  the  case 
under  the  said  issue. 

And  the  said  counsel  for  the  said  defenders  did 
then  and  there  request  the  said  Lord  Chief  Com- 
missioner so  to  direct  the  said  Jury;  but  his 
Lordship  did  then  and  there  deliver  it  as  his 
opinion  to  the  said  Jury,  that  they  might  and 
ought  to  consider  the  same  as  legal  evidence  to 
be  weighed  by  them  in  considering  the  agree- 
ment and  promise,  and  failure  of  performance  of 
the  same,  in  the  said  issue  contained. 

And  it  was  then  and  there  admitted,  by  and  on 
the  part  as  well  of  the  said  pursuers  as  of  the 
said  defenders,  that  the  said  Albion  Fire  and  Life 
Insurance  Company,  during  all  the  time  herein 
mentioned,  was  a  certain  company  carrying  on 
the  business  of  insurers  against  loss  by  fire  at 
London,  and  that  the  said  several  defenders,  (ex- 
cepting the  said  Thomas  Hamilton,  the  agent  at 
Glasgow  of  the  said  company,)  were  respectively 
resident  in  London ;  that  the  said  compsmy,  by 
means  of  agents  in  Scotls^d  and  elsewhere,  was 
and  is  in  the  habit  of  insuring  property  in  those 
places  respectively ;  but  that  all  the  instruments 
of  policies  of  insurance  hereinbefore  insisted  upon, 
made  and  entered  into  by  the  said  company, 
were  executed  by  or  on  the  part  of  the  said  com- 
pany in  London,  and  not  elsewhere. 
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And  the  said  counsel  for  the  said  defenders  did  1828. 
then  and  there  also  insist,  before  the  said  Lord 
Chief  Commissioner,  that  even  if  legal  and  com-  ^' 
petent  evidence  had  been  given  before  the  said 
Jury,  whereby  to  prove  that  the  said  defenders 
(the  said  Albion  Company)  did  promise  and 
agree,  as  in  the  said  issue  mentioned, — still  that, 
by  a  certain  act  of  Parliament  made  and  passed 
in  the  sixth  year  of  the  reign  of  King  George  the 
First,  entituled  '  An  act  for  better  securing,*  &c. 
such  promise  and  agreement  would  be  illegal 
and  void,  and  that  the  said  pursuers  could  not 
maintain  any  action  thereon,  and  that  the  said 
Jury  should  be  directed  to  find  a  verdict  for  the 
defenders.  But  the  said  Lord  Chief  Commis- 
sioner did  nevertheless  direct  the  said  jury,  if 
they  were  satisfied  that  the  evidence  admitted  to 
be  given  on  the  part  of  the  pursuers  was  suffi- 
cient to  support  the  said  promise  and  agreement 
in  the  said  issue  mentioned,  that  they  should 
find  a  verdict  for  the  said  pursuers ;  whereupon 
the  counsel  for  the  defenders  did  tender  their 
exceptions  to  the  said  direction,  and  did  insist, 
that,  under  the  provision  of  the  said  statute,  the 
pursuers  could  not  maintain  the  said  action,  and> 
therefore,  the  said  Jury  should  have  been  directed 
to  find  a  verdict  for  the  defenders. 

The  said  counsel  for  the  defenders  did  also 
then  and  there  submit,  and  humbly  insist  before 
the  said  Lord  Chief  Commissioner,  that  if  the 
said  evidence  were  sufficient  to  warrant  the  Jury 
in  finding  a  verdict  for  the  said  pursuers, — still 
that  the  said  Jury  should  not  be  directed  to  find 
a  general  verdict  against  all  the  defenders,  but 
only  against  the  said  Albion  Company,  the  prin- 
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1828.       cipals^  or  else  against  the  said  Thomas  Hamilton, 

Jj^J!^!^     the  agent ;  and  then  and  there  requested  the  said 

„  *'•         Lord  Chief  Commissioner  so  to  direct  the  said 

MILLS, 

Jury.  But  he,  the  said  Lord  Chief  Commis- 
sioner,  did,  then  and  there,  deliver  it  as  his 
opinion,  to  the  said  Jury,  that,  if  their  verdict 
should  be  in  favour  of  the  pursuers,  to  find 
against  all  the  defenders  generally  ;  to  which  the 
counsel  for  the  defenders  excepted,  insisting  that 
the  Jury  should  have  been  directed  to  find  either 
against  the  Albion  Insurance  Company,  or 
against  Thomas  Hamilton,  as  aforesaid. 

And  the  said  Jury  then  and  there  delivered 
their  verdict  in  favour  of  the  pursuers,  and 
against  all  the  defenders ;  but  the  counsel  for  the 
defenders  insisted  that  the  verdict  should  have 
been  in  favour  of  the  defenders,  inasmuch  as  the 
said  several  matters  admitted  to  be  given  in 
evidence  under  the  said  issue  were  not  in  law 
admissible,  and  ought  not  to  have  been  referred 
to  the  consideration  of  the  said  Jury ;  and  that 
the  several  other  matters  herein  before  set  forth, 
as  admitted  and  given  in  evidence  respecting  the 
residence  of  the  said  Albion  Insurance  Company, 
the  defenders,  in  respect  to  the  execution  of  all 
the  said  instruments  and  policies  of  insurance, 
were  a  bar  to  the  said  action,  by  virtue  of  the 
statute  of  the  6th  Geo.  I,  herein  before-men- 
tioned: and  farther,  that  the  said  Jury  should 
not  have  been  directed  to  find  a  verdict  against 
all  the  defenders.  And  the  said  counsel  for  the 
said  defenders,  did  then  and  there  propose  the 
aforesaid  exceptions  to  the  directions  aforesaid  of 
the  said  Lord  Chief  Commissioner,  and  did  request 
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him  to  sign  the  said  Bill  of  Exceptions  according       1828. 
to  the  form  of  the  statute  in  such  case  made  and 
provided;   and  thereupon  the  said  Lord   Chief      ^J; 
Commissioner  did  sign  the  said  Bill  of  Excep- 
tions, on  the  21st  day  of  June,    1827,   in  the 
eighth  year  of  the  reign  of  his  present  Majesty* 

The  Jury  found  the  issue  in  the  affirmative, 
and  returned  a  general  verdict  for  the  Pursuers 
(Respondents)  against  all  the  Defenders  (Ap- 
pellants). 

The  exceptions  taken  by  the  Appellants'  coun- 
sel were  put  in  the  form  of  a  Bill,  as  herein- 
before set  forth,  which  was  afterwards  duly 
signed  by  the  Lord  Chief  Commissioner  accord- 
ing to  the  statute. 

The  Bill  of  exceptions,  having  been  allowed 
and  remitted  to  the  Second  Division  of  the  Court 
of  Session,  came  on  to  be  argued  before  the 
Court  on  the  11th  July,  1827,  when  the  excep- 
tions were  disallowed  by  the  Court,  who  then 
pronounced  the  following  Interlocutor  : — "  The 
"  Lords  having  heard  counsel  for  the  parties  in 
'•  terms  of  their  former  deliverance,  disallow  the 
"  exceptions,  and  declare  the  verdict  final  and 
**  conclusive  in  terms  of  the  statute ;  find  the 
''  Pursuers  entitled  to  the  expence  of  this  dis- 
^'  cussion ;  allow  an  account  thereof  to  be  put  in, 
'^  and  remit  the  same  when  lodged  to  the  Auditor 
**  of  Court  to  tax  and  to  report,  reserving  all 
"  other  questions  of  expences." 

This  is  one  of  the  Interlocutors  against  which 
the  present  appeal  was  instituted. 

On  the  22d  of  December,  1827,  the  Court  by 
Interlocutor  approved  of  the  Auditor's  account 


542 


CASES    IK    THE    HOUSE   OF   LORDS 


1828. 


PATTI80N 

V, 

MILLS. 


of  expences,  by  which  the  Pursuers  (Respon- 
dents) costs  were  taxed  at  67/.  18^.  7d. 

This  Interlocutor  is  also  included  in  the  appeal. 

The  Appellants  then  moved  the  Court  of  Ses- 
sion to  pronounce  judgment  upon  the  defence 
raised  by  them  under  the  Statute  6  Geo.  I,  cap. 
18,  which  on  the  discussion  of  the  Bill  of  Ex- 
ceptions they  had  considered  to  be  a  question 
not  properly  raised  at  the  trial,  but  reserved  for 
the  consideration  of  the  Court  of  Session  after 
the  remit  to  the  Jury  Court  was  exhausted  by  the 
trial  of  the  question.  After  hearing  the  counsel 
for  both  parties,  the  Court,  on  the  20th  of  De- 
cember, 1827,  appointed  the  parties  to  give  in 
mutual  cases.  On  the  22d  of  January,  1828, 
the  Court  pronounced  the  following  Interlocutor, 
*  repelling  the  defence  raised  under  the  Statute  of 
6th  Geo.  I,  and  finding  the  Appellants  liable  to 
the  payment,  not  only  of  the  sum  insured,  but 
also  of  interest  thereon  from  the  time  of  the 
loss. 

**  Having  resumed  consideration  of  these  con- 

*  joined  actions  of  reduction,  and  advised  the 

*  same  with  the  verdict  of  the  jury  award  of  Mr. 
'  Thomas  Robertson,  referred  to  and  produced; 
'  and  having  also  advised  the  mutual  cases  for 

*  the  parties  on  the  defence  in  law,  founded  on 
'  the  Act  6th  Geo.  I,  cap.  18,  which  was  re- 
'  served  by  the  Judge  Admiral ;  and  having  now 
'  heard  counsel  thereon : — in  respect  the  in- 
'  surance  in  question  is  an  insurance  against  the 
'  risk  of  fire  on  a  Steam  Vessel,  which  is  not  a 
^  marine  insurance  contemplated  by  the  said 
'  Act :  the  Lords,  in  the  action  of  reduction,  and 
'  for  payment  at  the  instance  of  William  Mills 
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**  and  others,  find  that  the  statute  founded  on       1^^- 

**  does  not  apply  to  this  case,  repel  the  defence     ^^ttwoi! 

''  founded  on  the  said  statute,   as  well  as  the         ** . 

**  other  defences  to  the  said  action,  and  reduce^ 

**  decern,    and  declare  in  terms  of  the  reduc- 

**  tive  conclusions  of  the  libel,  and  in  respect  of 

''  the  said  verdict  and  award  find  the  defenders, 

**  conjunctly  and  severally,  liable  to  the  Pursuers. 

''  in  damages,  modify  the  same  to  the  sum  of 

**  3000/.  and  decern  for  payment  thereof  with 

'*  interest  thereon  in  terms  of  the  libel ;  and  in 

''  the  action  of  reduction  at  the  instance  of  the 

**  Albion  Fire  and  Life  Insurance  Company,  sus- 

'^  tain  the  defences,  assoilzie  the  defenders  and 

''  decern :  find  the  Albion   Fire    and    Life  In- 

''  surance  Company  and  the  defender,  Thomas 

''  Hamilton,  conjunctly  and  severally,  liable  in 

**  the  expences  of  the  conjoined  processes  in- 

''  curred  in  this  and  in  the  Admiralty  Courts, 

''allow  an  account  thereof  to  be  put  in,  and 

''  remit  the  same  when  lodged  to  the  Auditor  of 

"  Court  to  tax  and  to  report.*' 

Against  this  Interlocutor  also  the  Appeal  was 
instituted. 

The  cause  being  then  again  transmitted  to  the 
Jury  Court  upon  the  question  of  costs,  the 
judges  of  that  court,  on  the  25th  January,  1828, 
ordered  the  Appellants  to  pay  to  the  Respondents 
the  costs  incurred  in  that  court. 

This  order  is  also  included  in  the  Appeal. 

The  damages,  with  interest  and  costs,  amount- 
ing together  to  4,676/.  16«.  8^.  were  afterwards 
paid  by  the  Appellants,  in  pursuance  of  an  order 
of  the  Court  of  Session  made  for  that  purpose, 
security  being  found  for  the  same  being  refunded 
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1828.      in  case  the  judgment  of  the  Court  below  should 
be  reversed. 
;^-^  The  Appeal  was  against  the  Interlocutors  of 

the  Court  of  Session,  bearing  date  the  1 1th  day 
of  July,  1827,  the  22d  day  of  December,  1827, 
and  the  22d  day  of  January,  1828,  and  the  order 
of  the  Jury  Court,  bearing  date  the  25th  day  of 
January,  1828. 
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For  the  Appellants : — 

The  original  Policy  renewed  by  the  Memoran- 
dum of  Midsummer,  1821,  expressly  excludes 
risk  of  jGire  at  sea,  and  this  was  the  only  contract 
made  by  the  Appellants.  It  was  not  competent 
for  the  Respondents  on  the  trial  of  the  issue  to 
adduce  any  parole  or  collateral  evidence  in  order 
to  control  and  vary  the  clear  import  of  the 
written  evidence*  It  was  more  especially  in- 
competent for  the  Respondents  to  adduce  on  the 
trial  of  the  issue,  parole  evidence  of  the  matters 
set  forth  in  the  Bill  of  Exceptions,  the  same 
being  (in  great  part)  matters  which  had  taken 
place  int^  alias,  and  in  which  the  Appellants 
were  not  concerned.  It  is  inconsistent  and  re- 
pugnant to  the  whole  body  of  evidence  adduced 
in  the  cause,  to  make  all  the  Appellants,  some  of 
them  being  principals  and  some  agents,  jomt 
contractors,  and  jointly  |iable  to  indemnify  the 
Respondents. 

The  Contract  of  Insurance  founded  upon  by 
the  Respondents  was  a  Contract  made  and  signed 
m  England,  by  a  Society  established  there,  and 
from  the  date  of  that  Contract,  until  and  at  the 
time  of  the  loss  of  the  Robert  Bruce,  the  Statute 
6  Geo.  I,  c.  18,  was  in  force,  and  by  the  opera- 
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tion  of  that  Act,  it  was  incompetent  for  the       1828. 
Appellants  to  make  themselves  legally  responsi- 
ble for  any  risk  which  might  befal  the  Robert      ^  •• 
Bruce  ''  while  at  Sea." 


For  the  Respondents — 

The  whole '  evidence  tendered  by  the  Respon- 
dents at  the  trial,  and  admitted  by  the  Judge, 
was  competent  and  proper  evidence  for  proving 
the  matters  in  issue,  and  fuUy  warranted  the  ver- 
dict returned  by  the  jury. 

It  is  argued  that  the  loss  occurred  under  the 
renewal  receipt  of  24th  June,  1821,  which  bears 
expressly  to  be  a  renewal  for  another  year  of  the 
policy,  numbered  56,978,  subscribed  by  the  Ap- 
pellants, in  September  1820,  and  containing  a 
clause  expressly  **  excluding  all  the  time  the 
vessel  might  be  at  sea."  The  terms  of  that  policy 
thus  form  the  only  admissible  evidence  of  what 
was  truly  the  contract  of  parties ;  and,  therefore, 
no  extrinsic  or  other  evidence  should  have  been 
admitted,  in  support  of  an  allegation  that  their 
contract  was  different. 

But  this  objection  proceeds  upon  a  miscon- 
ception of  the  nature  of  the  action,  and  of  the 
issue  that  was  tried.-  This  was  not  an  action  on 
a  policy,  but  for  a  policy,  or  for  damages  in  con- 
sequence of  not  obtaining  one.  The  foundation 
of  the  Respondent's  claim  was,  that  after  con- 
tracting and  paying  for  a  policy  to  cover  a  special 
risk,  no  such  policy  was  delivered ;  and  the  first 
conclusion  of  their  summons,  is,  that  the  Appel- 
lants should  be  ordained  to  deliver  such  a  policy, 
on  which  action  might  be  brought. 

The  evidence  produced  by  the  Respondents, 
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1828.  proved,  that  the  price  or  premium  advanced  by 
the  Respondents,  was  the  highest  premium  then 
taken  in  Glasgow,  for  insuring  steam  vessels 
against  fire,  whether  at  sea,  or  in  ports  and  rivers ; 
that  several  of  the  Respondents  had  recently,  at 
the  same  or  a  less  premium,  obtained  such  in- 
surances upon  other  vessels  of  this  description ; 
and  that  they  had  taken  no  measures  for  covering 
by  any  other  insurance,  the  principal  risk  which 
they  ran,  viz.  that  of  fire,  while  at  sea.  The  pre- 
mium paid  for  insurance  of  vessels  against  fire, 
while  in  port  or  harbour,  was  proved  to  be  2s.  6d. 
or  3s.  per  cent,  whereas  the  premium  paid  to  the 
present  Appellants,  was  10s.  6d.  per  cent. :  that 
the  vessel  was  originally  insured  as  a  vessel 
^'  then  actually  plying  between  the  Clyde  and 
"  Liverpool,"  and  when  her  employment  was 
afterwards  changed  to  plying  between  the  Clyde 
and  Ireland,  notice  of  that,  as  ^  material  change 
of  circumstances,  was  given  and  received  by  the 
Appellants:  that  immediately  after  taking  the 
Respondent's  money  for  the  first  insurance,  (of 
which  all  the  others  were  confessedly  mere  re- 
newals or  continuations,)  and  in  transmitting  the 
consequent  order  for  a  policy,  the  public  and  ac- 
credited agent  of  the  Appellants,  distinctly  inti- 
mated to  them,  that  the  Respondents  expected  to 
be  insured  against  fire  risk  while  at  sea,  and  that 
he,  himself,  was  of  opinion,  that  the  policies  then 
ordered,  should  be  worded  accordingly ;  and  that 
though  the  Appellants  are  said  to  have  rejected 
this  suggestion,  in  a  private  letter  to  their  agent, 
no  communication  of  that  rejection,  nor  any  inti- 
mation whatever,  of  the  limitation  proposed  to 
be  inserted  in  the  policy,  was  ever,  at  any  time. 
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made  to  the  Respondents,  till  after  the  loss  had  1828. 
occurred :  that  though  it  was  the  universal  prac- 
tice of  insurance  agents  in  Glasgow,  to  send 
round  and  deliver  the  policies  which  they  had 
engaged  to  furnish,  the  policies  stipulated  for  by 
the  Respondents,  were  retained  and  withheld  by 
the  Appellants,  or  their  agents,  and  never  ten- 
dered or  exhibited  till  after  the  loss  had  occurred ; 
and,  that  although  there  were  repeated  conversa- 
tions on  the  subject  of  their  insurance,  between 
the  Respondents,  or  some  of  them,  and  the  agent 
of  the  Appellants,  subsequent  to  the  correspon- 
dence above  referred  to,  no  intimation  was  ever 
given  of  the  restrictions,  which  are  said  to 
have  been  in  their  contemplation,  nor  any  hint 
of  the  limited  protection  they  proposed  to 
afford. 

Even  if  the  policy,  with  the  limitation  referred 
to,  had  been  tendered  or  delivered  to  the  Respon- 
dents, they  would  not  have  been  bound  by  that 
limitation,  if  they  could  show  by  clear  evidence, 
that  it  had  been  inserted,  either  through  fraud  on 
the  part  of  the  Appellants,  or  through  gross  mis- 
take on  their  own;*  and  the  evidence  admitted 
at  the  trial  would  have  been  competent  and  re- 
ceivable evidence  to  prove  such  fraud  or  mistake. 
The  general  doctrine  relied  on  by  the  Respon- 
dents is  given,  under  those  limitations  and  excep- 
tions, by  all  the  authorities.  '  As  there  is  no  ques- 
tion here  of  the  sufficiency  of  the  evidence  pro- 
duced for  the  Respondents,  it  is  not  necessary  to 
say  more  of  it,  than,  that  being  calculated  to  prove 

♦  Phil.  Evid.  i.  pp.  '550,  558,  &e.  Fell  on  Gaarantees,  p. 
58,  &c.  and  cases  there  cited.  Marshall  i.  pp.  34$),  dj»I,  and 
cases  cited. 
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1828.  fraud  or  gross  mistake,  it  was,  at  all  events,  com- 
petent to  be  received  in  the  trial  of  such  an  issue; 
and  that  there  is  no  room  for  an  exception  against 
the  act  of  the  Court  in  sending  it  to  tiie  Jury.  At 
the  same  time,  it  is  conceived  to  be  quite  clear, 
that  it  was  sufficient  and  conclusive  as  to  both 
points.  That  the  limitation  in  the  policy,  could 
only  have  been  inserted  from  the  grossest  mistake 
of  the  meaning,  object,  and  understanding  of  the 
Respondents,  was  made  out,  beyond  all  possi- 
bility of  question ;  and  that  it  was  inserted  frau- 
dulently and  mala  jide  by  the  Appellants  and 
their  agent,  is  equally  demonstrated  by  the  facts, 
of  their  knowledge  of  the  premium  being  equal 
to  that  required  for  an  unlimited  policy,  their 
consciousness,  as  evidenced  by  the  letter  of  their 
agent,  that  the  Respondents  relied  on  it  as  unli- 
mited ;  and  by  their  retention  of  that  premium, 
and  their  concealment,  and  non-delivery  of  the 
instrument  itself,  till  after  the  loss  had  occurred. 
The  statute  of  the  6th  Geo.  I,  c.  18.  had  no  bear- 
ing upon  the  question  of  fact  set  forth  in  the  issue 
which  was  sent  to  trial ;  and  could  not  compe* 
tently  be  brought  under  the  view  of  the  Court  or 
Jury,  in  the  course  of  that  trial,  although  it  might 
have  been  (as  it  afterwards  was)  founded  on  as  a 
bar  to  the  Respondents  recovering  any  judgment 
in  the  cause,  or  applying  the  verdict  as  the  ground 
of  such  judgment.  The  appellants  indeed,  did  not 
insist  on  this  ground  of  exception  in  the  Court 
below;  and  acknowledged  by  their  subsequent 
proceedings,  that  they  were  aware  it  could  not  be 
sustained  in  that  form  of  pleading. 

The  verdict  of  the  Jury  was  properly  returned 
for  the  Respondents  generally,  and  without  dis- 
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tinguishing  between  the  case  of  the  Appellant  1828. 
Hamilton,  the  agent  in  Glasgow,  and  that  of  the 
other  Appellants,  the  office-bearers  and  partners 
of  the  Albion  Insurance  Company  of  London; 
and  the  Judge  did,  justly  and  legally  refuse 
to  direct  the  said  Jury,  to  find  alternatively, 
against  one  or  other  only  of  these  Appellants. 

It  is  objected  that  if  the  agent  acted  within  his 
powers,  then  he  bound  only  his  constituents,  and 
not  himself  individually,  and  the  verdict  ought  to 
have  been  against  the  former  only.  If  on  the 
other  hand,  he  acted  beyond  his  powers,  then  he 
did  not  bind  his  constituents,  and  the  verdict 
should  have  been  against  him  only  as  an  individual. 
But  the  resident  agent  or  mandatory  of  a  foreign 
party  is,  by  the  law  of  Scotland,  liable,  along 
with  his  principal,  to  any  judgment  or  decree 
obtained  in  the  Courts  of  that  country,  in  the 
issu^  of  suits  maintained  for  behalf  of  such  party, 
by  such  agent  or  mandatory,  although  confining 
himself  strictly  to  the  terms  of  his  mandate  or 
instructions.  And  an  accredited  agent  in  the 
general  business  of  a  party,  whether  in  the  same 
or  in  a  foreign  country,  will  bind  that  party  to  in* 
dividuals  who,  bond  Jide  contract  with  him  in  the 
name  of  such  party,  as  to  all  matters  flailing  ap- 
parently within  the  line  or  course  of  that  general 
business,  although  it  may  happen,  that  by  his 
private  instructions,  he  was  debarred  from  enter- 
ing into  such  transactions. 

No  evidence  being  produced  by  the  Appel- 
lants, to  show  whether  the  actings  of  the  agent, 
in  his  dealings  with  the  Respondents,  were  or 
were  not  within  his  powers  or  instructions,  the 
jostice    of  the  case  required   that  the  verdict 
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1828.  should  be  against  both,  conjunctly — their  ultimate 
claims  of  relief,  as  against  each  other,  being  left 
entire^  on  the  application  of  such  verdict. 

The  act  of  6  Geo.  I,  c.  18.  plainly  did  not 
extend  to  Scotland,  and  was  intended  only  to 
give  the  two  favoured  companies  a  monopoly  of 
Marine  Insurances  in  the  English  market ;  while 
the  property  insured,  in  the  present  instance,  was 
Scottish  property,  and  the  contract  for  insurance 
entered  into  in  Scotland,  in  a  public  office  or 
place  of  business  in  Glasgow,  and  by  parties  who 
were  not  bound  to   know,    and  could  not  be 
affected  by  the  provisions  of  any  foreign  law. 
It  is  said  not  to  be  clear  that  the  statute  did  not 
extend  to  Scotland ;    and  if  it  applied  only  to 
England,  the   contract    here  was  between  the 
Respondents  and  an  English  Company,  known 
and  held  out  to  the  Respondents  as  such ;    and, 
though  locally  concluded  at  Glasgow,  by  means 
of  an  agent,  was  no  more  a  Scottish  contract 
than  if  it  had  been  arranged  altogether  in  London, 
either  by  some  of  the  Respondents  repairing  to 
that  place  in  person,  or  by  their  corresponding 
with  the  Appellants  in  that  city  by  post.     But 
the  act  is  manifestly  applicable  to  England  alone ; 
as  the  necessary  actions  for  giving  effect  to  it  are 
directed  to  be  brought  in  the  Courts  at  Westmin- 
ster only;    whereas,   in  another  branch  of  the 
same  statute  which  was  meant  to  extend  to  Great 
Britain  and  Ireland,  the  relative  actions  are  al- 
lowed to  be  brought  in  the  Courts,  either  of 
Westminster,  E(tinburgh,  or  Dublin ;  and  when  it 
was  afterwards  thought  expedient,  that  its  provi- 
sions should  be  made  operative  in  the  American 
colonies,  it  was  found  necessary  to  pass  an  addi- 
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tional  or  supplementary  statute  (the  14  Geo.  II.       1828. 
c.  37.)    expressly    extending    them  to    these 
colonies. 

Monopolies  are  unfavourable  in  law ;  and  are 
therefore  to  be  strictly  construed,  especially  when 
the  sanction  under  which  they  are  protected  is 
that  of  nullity  in  bonajide  contracts,  entered  into 
by  persons  not  bound  to  be  cognisant  of  their 
existence.  The  Appellants  came  into  Scotland, 
and  there  set  up  an  establishment,  exactly  similar 
to  those  which  Scotchmen  might  lawfully  set  up; 
and  for  the  express  purpose  of  dividing  with 
such  native  establishments,  the  employment  of 
Scottish  customers.  Quoad  hoc  therefore,  their's 
was  truly  a  Scottish  establishment ;  and  there  is 
no  reason  to  think  that  even  the  Appellants 
transgressed  any  law  which  was  binding  on  them, 
when  they  undertook  this  business  in  Scotland, 
(the  monopoly  of  the  companies  favoured  by  the 
statute  being  manifestly  the  monopoly  of  the 
English  Market  only) — and  it  being  free  to  them 
as  British  subjects,  to  carry  on  any  branch  of 
trade  in  Scotland,  with  the  same  privileges  as 
natives.  Nor  could  their  connection  with  a  head 
office  in  England  take  away  those  privileges,  as 
to  a  true  Scottish  transaction.  But,  at  all  events, 
it  will  not  make  this  an  English  contract,  that 
one  of  the  parties  to  it  was  settled  in  England. 
That  party  may,  perhaps,  be  liable  in  penalties ; 
but  the  foreign  party  who  actually  contracted  in 
his  own  country,  and  was  neither  bound  nor 
presumed  to  know  the  English  statute,  ought 
not  to  be  exposed  to  loss,  by  the  annulment  of 
his  contract.  The  law  of  England  may  justly 
punish  its  proper  subjects  who  violate  its  injunc- 

VOL.  II.  p  p 


552  CASES    IN    THE    HOUSE   OF    LORDS 

1828.  tions;  but  ought  not  to  forfeit  the  rights  of  those 
who  are  not  subject  to  it,  and  do  not  contract 
within  its  territory,  or  subject  them  to  losses  of 
which  they  had  no  warning. 

The  monopoly  of  the  favoured  Companies  did 
not  extend  to  the  insurance  of  steam-vessels, 
which  had  no  existence  at  the  date  of  the  staitute, 
and  are  exposed  to  hazards  of  a  particular  de- 
scription, and  substantially  different  from  aify 
that  could  then  be  contemplated  as  the  objects 
of  marine  insurance.  ]$Idnopo1ies  and  restraints 
on  the  employnlent  of  capital  and  industry,  are 
always  to  be  construed  as  narrowly  as  possible, 
and  never  to  be  extendea,  by  mere  implication 
and  analogy,  to  cases  which  they  did  not  origi- 
nally comprehend.  The  statute  of  apprentice- 
ships, accordingly,  has  not  been  held  applicable 
to  trades  that  were  not  in  existence  at  the  tiitare 
it  was  passed ;  and  the  sanie  rule  has  beeU 
applied  to  many  other  cases  far  less  clear  and 
favourable  than  the  present. 

Even  if  the  Appellants  were  themselves  diis- 
abled  by  the  statute  from  granting  the  Respon- 
dents a  policy  extending  to  the  whole  voyage, 
they  were  bound  by  their  onerous  contract,  to 
have  procured  such  k  policy  frbtii  one  or  o^et  of 
the  Companies  favoured  by  that  act,  aAd  art 
bound  to  repair  to  tlie  Kespohdents  the  los^ 
arising  from  their  failure  or  omission  so  to  pi^- 
cure  it.  By  taking  the  Respondents'  inoney 
(a  sum  of  money  piroved  to  have  been  fully  equal 
to  the  value  of  ah  unlimited  policy,)  they  ob- 
viously became  bound  to  procure  and  deliver 
such  a  policy.  The  Respondents,  who  did.  tiot 
know,  and  were  hot  bound  to  know  any  disabili- 
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ties  which  might  attach  to  them  by  the  law  of  ^^^^\ 
EQgland,  might,  indeed,  understand  that  the 
Appellants  were  themfielves  to  fulfil  this  engage- 
ment, by  executing  axid,  delivering  such  a  policy 
in  their  own  namea  But  they  who  pretend  that 
they  knew  the  law  of  England,  and  were  bound 
to  know  it,  cannot  be  permitted  to  say  that  they 
had  any  such  understaodiiig.  They  are  barred 
from  so  construing  the  contract,  by  every  princi- 
ple of  consistency  and  common  honesty;  and, 
considering  that  it  is  now  finally  established  by 
the  verdict  of  the  Jury,  that  they  did  covenant 
and  agree  to  deliver  to  the  Respondents,  a  policy 
covering  them  from  risk  of  fire  while  the  vessel 
should  be  at  sea,  as  veil  as  while  in  port  or  in 
rivers ;  and  as  it  is  plain  that  such  a  policy  might, 
at  all  events,  have  been  procured  finom  one  or 
other  of  the  privileged  Companies,  it  seems  un- 
deniably to  follow  that  it  was  their  duty  so  to 
procure  it;  and  that  they  have  been  justly  sub- 
jected in  reparation  of  the  damages  arising  from 
their  omission.  They  might  have  met  the  first 
and  leading  conclusion  of  the  Respondents*  sum* 
mons,  by  delivering  such  a  policy ;  but  as  they 
have  not  chosen  to  do  so»  they  cannot  be  relieved 
from  the  other  alternative,  of  paying  the  damage 
that  has  ensued. 


The  Lord  Chancellor. — ^There  is  a  case  which  MhJmie. 
stands  for  judgment,  of  the  Albion  Company 
agaiqst  Mills.  It  was  a  case  of  this  description^ 
upon  which  at  present,  for  a  particular  reason,  I 
will  say  only  a  few  words,  as  I  wish  to  have 
•n  Qpportunity  of  farther  considering  the  course 
which  ought  to  be  adopted  : — the  Plaintiffs,  the 
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1828,  Pursuers  in  the  action  below,  were  the  Pro- 

^^^"^^^  prietors  of  a  steam  vessel  called   the   Robert 
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r.  Bruce.  There  is  an  Insurance  Company  in 
London  for  Fire  and  Life  Insurance,  called  the 
Albion  Insurance  Company;  they  have  an  es- 
tablishment at  Glasgow,  a  regular  establishment 
and  office  there,  conducted  by  a  person  of  the 
name  of  Hamilton.  A  considerable  quantity  of 
insurance  business  on  account  of  the  London 
Insurance  Company  was  transacted  at  that  office. 
The  owners  of  the  Robert  Bruce  applied  at  the 
office  at  Glasgow  to  have  their  vessel  insured — a 
steam  vessel  called  the  Robert  Bruce.  An  agree- 
ment was  entered  into  for  the  purpose  by  Mr. 
Hamilton  the  agent,  and  a  policy  was  afterwards 
effected.  Various  questions  have  arisen,  which 
were  agitated  in  the  Court  below,  and  which 
have  been  much  considered  and  discussed.  One 
objection  on  the  part  of  the  Albion  Insurance 
Company  to  pay  this  loss,  was  an  objection 
arising  out  of  the  statute  of  6  Geo.  I,  c.  18:  it 
was  said,  that  any  policy  of  insurance,  or  any 
agreement  for  insurance  entered  into,  under  the 
circumstances  *  under  which  this  particular  in- 
surance was  effected,  was  by  means  of  that  act 
of  Parliament  altogether  void,  and  much  argu- 
ment was  made  use  of  both  in  the  Court  below, 
and  at  the  bar  here,  for  the  purpose  of  deter- 
mining this  material  and  important  question, 
whether  that  act  extends  to  Scotland,  to  contracts 
entered  into,  and  executed  in  that  part  of  the 
United  Kingdom.  The  Court  below  were  of 
opinion  that  the  statute  did  not  apply  to  Scotland, 
and  I  am  very  much  disposed  to  concur  in  that 
opinion. 
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But  another  most  material  and  important  ques-  1828. 
tion  arose,  one  much  more  complicated,  which 
was  of  this  description,  namely,  whether  the 
contract  was  a  contract  entered  into  in  Scotland 
or  in  England,  in  other  words,  if  the  statute  does 
not  extend  to  Scotland,  whether  it  was  a  contract 
so  entered  into  in  Scotland  as  to  render  it  valid 
and  binding.  The  Court  below  appear  to  have 
differed  on  that  point,  and  they  came  to  no  con- 
clusion with  respect  to  it ;  but  they  decided  the 
question  on  another  point,  quite  wide  of  the  de- 
cision of  that  question :  they  said  this  was  a  case 
of  loss  that  did  not  come  within  the  act,  and  I 
wish  for  the  purpose  of  directing  the  attention  of 
your  Lordships  and  the  parties  to  this  point  of 
the  case,  to  read  the  very  terms  of  their  judg- 
ment— the  final  judgment :  "  Having  resumed 
consideration  of  these  conjoined  actions  of 
reduction,  and  advised  the  same  with  the 
verdict  of  the  jury  award  of  Mr.  Thomas 
Robertson,  referred  to  and  produced,  and 
having  also  advised  the  mutual  cases  for  the 
parties,  on  the  defence  in  law  founded  on  the 
act  6  Geo.  I.  c.  18.  which  was  reserved  by  the 
Judge  Admiral,  and  having  now  heard  counsel 
thereon,  in  respect  the  insurance  in  question  is 
an  insurance  against  the  risk  of  fire  on  a  steam 
vessel,  which  is  not  a  marine  insurance,  con- 
templated by  the  said  act,  the  Lords  in  the 
action  of  reduction  and  for  payment,  at  the 
instance  of  William  Mills  and  others,  find  that 
the  statute  founded  on  does  not  apply  to  this 
case,  repel  the  defence  founded  on  the  said 
statute,  as  well  as  the  other  defences  to  the 
said  action." 
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1828.  Now  I  confess  I  am  not  disposed  at  aH  to 

concur  in  thait  judgmenft.  I  think  it  is  impossible 
thatthat  judgment/ according  to  my  apprehension 
and  understanding,  can  be  sustained.  In  the  first 
<place>  if  you  look  to  the  words  of  the  'act  of 
t^arliament,  they  are  most  general  and  compre- 
hensive; the  words  are — **  that  if  any  of  the  per- 
^' sons  described »  shall  presume  to  grant,  sign,  or 
"underwrite,  after  the  24  th  of  June,  1720,  any 
"  such  policy  or  policies,  or  make  any  such  con- 
'"  tract  or  contracts  for  assurance  df  or  upon  any 
'' ship  or  ships,  goods  or  merchandizes  at  sea  or 
**  going  to  sea,  or  take  or  agree  to  take  any 
*'  premium  or  other  reward  for  sudh  policy  or 
"  policies,  every  such  policy  and  policies  of 
''  assumnce  of  or  upon  any  such  ship  or  ships, 
"  goods  or  merchandizes,  shall  be  ipso  facto  yoid.'' 
'It  is  in  my  opinion  impossible  to  6ay,  that  an 
insurance  on  a  steam  vessel  against  fire  was  not 
distinctly  and  precisely  within  the  language  of 
^this  act  of  Parliament;  and  there  is  another  cir- 
cumstance to  which  I  wish  particularly  to  advert, 
which  is  this,— that  fire  is  one  of  the  ri&ks  ex- 
pressly mentioned  in  all  policies  of  insurance, 
according  to  the  form  that  now  exists,  and  as  far 
as  relates  to  that  part  of  the  caiae,  existed  at  the 
^ time  when  this  act  of  Parliament  was  passed.  It 
not  only  comes  expressly  within  the  words  of 
the  act  of  Parliament,  but  within  the  tetms  of 
policies  in  use  at  the  time.  It  appears  to  me 
therefore  impossible,  merely  because  some  alter- 
nation has  taken  place  with  respect  to  the  mode  of 
propelling  vessels  of  this  description  at  sea,  to 
say  that  cases  of  that  kind  do  not  come  -within  the 
meaning  and  language  of  this  act  of  ^Parliament. 
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It  appears  to  me,  with  all  respect  and  deference,  1828. 
(and  I  entertain  the, greatest  respect  an^  deference 
for  the  learned  Judges  by  whom  this  is  decided,)  ^^*; 
to  be  a  proposition  which  cannot  be  supported. 
JBut  at  the  same  time  that  I  state  that  decision  to 
be  in  my  opinion  erroneous,  I  dp  not  undertake 
at  this  moment  to  say  whether  on  other  grounds 
the  judgment  may  not  be  sustained ;  and  if  your 
Lordships  should  be  of  opinion  that  on  other 
grounds  the  judgment  may  be  sustained,  whether 
the  House  ought  to  decide  at  once  upon  the  case 
.as  it  at  present  stands,  or  whether  it  should  be 
remittefl  to  the  Court  in  Scotland,«for  the  purpose 
of  calling  upon  the  Tribunal  there  to  cpme  to  a 
decision  upon  the  point,  whiqh.they  seem  to  have 
avoided  deciding,  and  to  ,have  cut  the  matter 
short  by  deciding  the  case,  upon  the  ground  open 
to  the  objection,  as  it  appes^rs  to  me,  to  which  I 
have  referred,  that  is  a  question  on  which  I  have 
not  yet  made  up  n[iy  mind.  I  have  had  some  con- 
sultation with  a  noble. and  learned  Lord,  at  pre- 
sent in  the  neighbourhood  of  this  House :  he  thinks 
it  is  a  question  which. deserves  consideration,  and 
1  will  endeavour  to-morrow  to  give  my  opinion 
upon  it,  if  I  am  in  a. condition,  wiUi  propriety,  to 
propose  to  your  Lordships  a  judgment  on  the 
materials  at  present  before  you,  without  remitting 
the  case  to  the  Court  below,  in  order  that  the 
Court  below  may  come  to  a  detennination  and 
decision  on  the  tquestion, — whether  this  is  to  be 
considered  as  an  English  or  a  Scotch  contract. 
Jf  I  am,  on  the  materials  before  me,  authorized 
.to  propose  to  your  Lordships  a  judgment,  and  it 
will  be  proper  for  this  House  to  give  a  judgment 
on  those  materials,  without  c^ling  on  the  Court 
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1828.  below  to  pronounce  their  judgment  upon  the  ques- 
tion I  am  ready  to  state  my  opinion :  what  that 
^'  opinion  will  be,  I  will  not  at  present  anticipate, 
but  I  am  prepared  to  give  that  opinion  on  the  point 
of  form.  I  feel  desirous  that  this  case  should  stand 
over,  for  the  purpose  of  giving  me  an  opportunity 
of  considering  that  question,  till  to-morrow. 

27th  June.  After  looking  at  the  papers,  and  attending  to 
them  throughout,  I  should  recommend  to  your 
Lordships  to  decide,  that  on  the  ground  upon 
which  the  Court  below  pronounced  their  judg- 
ment, it  cannot  in  point  of  law  be  sustained ;  but 
upon  the  whole,  looking  at  all  the  papers,  and  the 
proceedings  which  have  taken  place  in  the  Court 
below,  and  the  transaction  itself,  there  is,  I  con- 
ceive, sufficient  to  justify  your  Lordships  in  affirm- 
ing the  judgment,  though  on  a  different  ground. 

The  circumstances  of  the  case  are  these: — 
There  is  a  Company  in  London  called  the  Albion 
Fire  and  Life  Insurance  Company  ;  that  Company 
is  so  constituted,  that,  according  to  the  law  as  it 
existed  by  virtue  of  the  act  of  6  Geo.  L  c.  18.  it 
is  incompetent  to  effect  insurances  upon  ships 
and  merchandizes  at  sea ;  that  is  a  point  which 
is  admitted  in  the  case,  and  with  respect  to  that 
it  is  not  necessary  I  should  make  any  further 
observation.  This  Company  has  an  establishment 
at  Glasgow,  and  a  regular  office  at  Glasgow, 
called  the  Albion  Fire  and  Life  Insurance  Office, 
and  they  have  a  person  attending  there  as  their 
agent,  a  person  of  the  name  of  Thomas  Hamilton. 
They  had  been  in  the  habit  of  entering  into  con- 
tracts and  engagements  to  a  considerable  extent 
in  Glasgow.     When  I  say  they  had  been  in  the 
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habit  of  entering  into  contracts  and  engagements  1828. 
to  a  considerable  extent,  I  mean  contracts  and  ^^[^^[^ 
engagements  similar  to  those  which  are  the  sub- 
ject of  the  present  inquiry.  There  were  certain 
persons,  who  are  the  Respondents  in  this  appeal, 
residing  in  Scotland,  who  were  the  owners  of  a 
steam  vessel  called  the  Robert  Bruce.  The 
owners  of  this  vessel  were  desirous  of  insuring 
her,  and  they  applied  for  that  purpose  to  Mr. 
Hamilton,  at  the  office  at  Glasgow,  and  upon 
their  application  at  the  office  in. Glasgow,  the 
contract  to  which  I  will  call  your  Lordships' 
attention,  was  entered  into  in  these  terms — 
*'  Albion  Fire  and  Life  Office, — Glasgow,  4th  of 
*'  July,  1820. — James  Dennistoun,  William  Mills, 
"  Colin  Arrot,  James  Moffat,  John  T.  Alston, 
**  Esquires,  as  a  committee  of  management,  for 
**  themselves  and  others ;  having  this  day  effected 
*'  an  insurance  of  6000/.  with  the  undersigned, 
**  on  behalf  of  the  Albion  Fire  and  Life  Insurance 
**  Company,  London,  on  the  property  specified 
"  in  the  check  corresponding  with  this  memo- 
**  randum,  a  policy  will  be  forthwith  prepared  at 
**  the  office  in  London  for  the  said  insurance,  and 
*'  such  policy  will  be  delivered  to  the  assured,  or 
**  to  his,  her,  or  their  order,  on  the  third  Monday 
*Mn  the  ensuing  month,  or  on. any  subsequei^t 
"day.  (Signed)  P.  Thomas  Habtilton,  Agent 
"  for  the  Company,  Robert  Mitchell.  Pre- 
*'  mium  31/.  10^.— Duty  9/." 

This  contract  was  drawn  up  at  Glasgow,  dated 
at  Glasgow,  and  signed  at  Glasgow,  by  Hamil- 
ton, who  was  the  agent  for  the  Company.  Ac- 
cording to  the  ordinary  course  of  business,  Hamil- 
ton communicated  this  transaction  to  his  princi- 
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1828.      ^Mds  in  London,  and  a  policy  of  inaurance  was 
.^^^^!||^    jent  down  lo  the  office  at  Glasgow.    H  was  not 
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HGtkt  within  the  period  limited  by  the  ccmtract,  fiwr 
it  was  not  sent  till  the  month  of  September,  the 
(eontract  having  been  entered  intoin  the  month  ^f 
^uly.  Any  person  looking  at  that  contract  must 
^see,  that  it  is  in  its  form  a  general  contract  of 
insurance;  that  is^  a  contract  for  a  policy,  wiiich 
shall  lie  a  general  policy  of  insurance.  There  is 
mo  limit  whatever,  as  to  the  places  to  which  the 
ocntract  is  to  extend ;  there  is  no  exception  in  the 
cpntract^  there  is  ;nothing  expressing  that  mhen 
the  poMcy  comes  down,  it  shall  contain  .a  clause, 
ttfaai  the  insurance  is  to  be  suspended  while  the 
tvessel  is  at  sea.  It  is .  a  general  contract  of  in- 
.  smrance ;  or  /rather  they  undertake  <  that  a  ipeneral 
^policy  of  insurance  shall  be  executed.  The  po- 
licy of  insurance  that  was  sent  down  to  the  agent 
rat  Glasgow,  (an  insurance  on  the  Bteam  ves- 
sel against  fire,)  contained  this  clause,  **  this 
|)olicy  of  insurance  to  be  suspended  ^nd  remain 
lOut  of  force,  during  the  time  :the  steam  .-boat 
«iay  be  at  sea."  This  policy  of  insurance, 
'however,  remained  in  the  d£ce  of  Hamilton. 
There  is  no  evidence  that  it  was  ever  .shewn 
to  the  parties  insured,  nor  any  evidence  to  shew 
that  the  foot  ^f  this  clause  of .  exception,  .was 
^ver  communicated  >  to  them.  Thus  the  .trans- 
action  went  on^  for  a  year. 

At  the  expiration  of  the  year,  or  shoitly  ihefore 
that  time,  the  Respondents  applied  to  (Hamilton, 
ibe  second  time,  to  extend  the  in8ur3noe^anotber 
-year ;  they  paid  Hamilton  the  pr^mrium  /of  in- 
surance for  another  year.  There  is  no  evidence  to 
shew  ]  that  the  policy  was  then  communicated  to 
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Ibem ;  there  is  no  evidenoe  whate^ser  of'tiiat  fimt.  }^^ 
On  the  contraiy,  ;^eve]fi  etidenoeiof  a.diffaeent 
description.  There  is  no  enridoQce  to  shew  tint 
the  exception  in  the  policy,  ;was^at  that  lime,  lor 
at  any  previous  time,  communicated  to  ithe  as^ 
sured.  The  ^money  was  received  by  Hamilton, 
and  a  memorandum  given  that  the  -polioy  Jhad 
been  renewed. 

A  short  time  after  the  renewal  ^ef  ^Ae  policy, 
the  vessel  was  destroyed  byifire,  oniberipasBBge 
from  iLiverpool  to  Dublin,  and  4iie  .persons  jrho 
thus  considered  themselves  assured  iby  itlua  eoii» 
tract,  applied  to  Hamilton,  for  the  ipay ment  of>tfae 
loss.  The  answer  they  received  was  this,  ^m 
are  not  ^titled  to  recover;  for  if  you  advert  to 
the  policy,  you  will'&id  there  is  an  exception  in 
the  policy;  the  policy  is  not  to  have  operation 
during  the  time  the  vessel  is  at  sea.  The  assured 
upon  this  commenced  proceedings,  for  the  pur* 
pose  of  recovering  the  amount  of  the  loss.  Their 
proceedings  were  in  the  first  instance  instituted 
before  the  Judge  Admiral,  and  the  judgment  was 
against  the  insured.  It  is  unnecessavy  for  me  to 
enter  into  the  terms  of  that  judgment,  for  after- 
wards the  proceedings  came  before  the  Courts 
Session. 

On  this  question  coming  before  the  Court  d 
Session,  it  was  considered  that  there  were  two 
points  :-^One  point  was  the  question  of  fact,  as 
to  what  the  nature  of  the  insurance  was  :-*^tiie 
other  was  the  question  of  law,  to  which  I  yester- 
day alluded,  and  to  whidi  I  shall  again  csdl  your 
'Lordships'  lattentaon.  It  was  conceived  that  the 
question  should  be  remitted  to  the  Jury  Court : 
it  was  so  remitted,  and  thp  issue  I  fim  about  to 
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1828.  read,  was.  that  which  was  drawn  up  for  the  pur- 
pose of  the  trial.  It  is  in  these  terms,  **  whether 
the  Defenders  promised  and  agreed  to  insure  the 
Pursuers  to  the  extent  of  3000/.,  or  about  that 
sum,  from  all  loss  and  damage  which  might  be 
caused  by  fire  to  the  said  steam  vessel  while  at 
sea,  as  aforesaid  ;  and  whether  the  Defenders  have 
failed  to  perform  the  said  promise  and  agreement, 
to  the  loss  and  damage  of  the  Pursuers."  The 
question  turned  entirely  upon  this  part  of  the 
issue,  namely,  whether  the  agreement  to  insure 
extended  to  the  period  while  the  vessel  was  at  sea. 
The  cause  came  on  for  trial ;  the  evidence  was 
heard,  and  a  verdict  was  found  for  the  Pursuers. 
Exceptions  were  taken  to  the  evidence,  in  the  pro- 
cess of  the  trial .  These  were  afterwards  embo- 
died into  a  bill  of  exceptions,  which  was  signed  by 
the  learned  Judge,  who  presided  in  the  Court ; 
and  has  been  printed  in  the  papers,  which  have 
come  before  your  Lordships  for  your  conside- 
ration. 

It  appears  to  me,  on  looking  at  the  exceptions, 
that  there  is  only  one  material  point  to  which  it 
is  necessary  to  call  your  Lordships'  attention. 
It  was  said,  and  justly  said,  that  where  there  is 
a  written  agreement  to  insure,  a  preparatory 
agreement,  and  afterwards  a  policy  of  insurance 
is  effected  in  pursuance  of  that  agreement,  it  is 
the  policy  which  is  the  contract  between  the 
parties.  The  ordinary  course  of  proceeding  in 
the  City  of  London  is,  that  a  slip  is  in  the  first 
instance  signed,  and  sifter  that  slip  is  signed  a 
policy  is  effected,  and  it  is  the  policy  which  is 
the  contract,  and  the  slip  cannot  be  adverted  to 
for  the  purpose  of  explaining  the  meaning  of  the 
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parties.      It  was  argued  that  no  contract  had     ^^^'^ 
been  entered  into  at  Glasgow,   that  it  was  an 
agreement  for  a  policy,  that  the  policy  had  been 
afterwards  executed,  and  that  must  be  considered, 
having  been  sent  down  to  Scotland,  to  be  the 
agreement  between  the  parties.     But  there  was 
this    fallacy   in    that    argument,    the    Pursuers 
brought    their    action   upon   the  agreement  as 
entered  into  by  Hamilton,  as  signed  by  Hamilton. 
What  was  that  agreement  ?   That  was  an  agree- 
ment for  a  general  insurance.     It  was  an  agree- 
ment that  a  policy  should  be  executed.     That 
policy  to  be  executed  wiais  to  conform  to  the 
agreement.    The  policy  had,  it  is  true,  been  sent 
down,  and  if  the  parties  had  agreed  to  it,  that 
would  have  bound  them.     But  that  policy  did 
not  conform  to  the  original  agreement: — it  was 
never  communicated  to  the  parties  that  there  was 
an  alteration,  and  if  the  agent  agreed  to  a  general 
insurance  that  being  within  his  duty  as  agent, 
it  was  imperatively  his  duty  under  those  circum- 
stances to  communicate  to  the  assured,  that  the 
policy  havmg  come  down,  the  parties  in  London 
did  not  conceive  themselves  authorized  in  exe- 
cuting a  general  policy,  but  only  a  policy  with 
the  exception  to  which  I  have  referred.     No  such 
communication    was   made  by  Hamilton,    and 
therefore  the  owners  of  the  vessel  never  adbpted 
that,  for  they  never  knew  it. — ^What  then  did 
they  feel  themselves  justified  in  saying  ?  It  was 
this — We  have  entered  into  an  agreement  with 
your  agent  at  Glasgow,  for  a  policy  of  a  particu- 
lar description :    you  have  never  fulfilled  that 
agreement : — ^you  have  received  our  money  by 
which  you  bound  yourselves  to  send  down  a 
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1M8.  general  policy;  instead  of  that  3P0U  have  sent 
down  anorfhef  policy,  and  we  caU  upon  yoit  t^ 
filial  that  agreement. — ^Thatwas  the  nature  of 
tkeactiQn# 

But  this  a^eenient  was  only  for  the  year,  and 
at  the  ez]riration  of  the  year,  as  I  have  stated  to 
your  Lordships,  an  application  was  made  to  the 
Company  to  renew  the  policy ;  and  if  the  policy 
had  been  shewn  at  the  time  of  the  renewal,  the 
policy  would  hare  been  the  contract.  But  when 
it  was  renewed  nothing  was  said  by  Hamilton 
about  the  terms  of  it,  nor  was  it  shewn  ta  the 
usured.  When,  therefore,  the  money  was  paid 
for  the  renewal,  according  to  every  principle  of 
eqitity'^(»d  this  Court  had  jurisdiction  both 
hgally  and  equitably)  according  to  every  princi- 
ple of  law  and  equity  and  justice  this  renewal 
had'  reference  to  the  original  agreement,  and  tbey 
ought,  therefore,  to  have  executed  it  conformably 
to  the  atipnlationi;  of  the  original  agreement. 
When>  therefore,  it  was  contended  as  it  was 
starenuoUsly  in  the  Jury  Court,  that  the  Court  had 
no  authority  to  look  into  any  thing  but  the  policy, 
that  was  rightly  over-ruled:  and  when  it  was 
sepeated  at  your  Lordships'  bar,  it  was  impossi<* 
ble  not  at  once  to  feel  the  ftdlacy  of  it,  for  it  was 
dear  that  a  policy  was  sent  of  a  different  descrip* 
tion  from  that  stipulated,  and  that  it  wa»  not 
eommunicated  te  the  parties  that  the  agneement 
had  not  been  folfilfed.  The  Jury,,  thettfore^  wen 
in  my  opinion,  justified  in  the  verdict  they  founds 
and  when  we  dispose  of  this  general  question  on 
the  bill  of  exoeptionB,  it  appeare  to  me  u&* 
necessary  to  refor  your  Lordships  to  the  other 
grounds  of  objection,  stated  in  the  bill  of  esasep 
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tions,  becaose  I  iAmk  fbuv  Lordships  will  be  o£      188&: 
opinion,  Aat  if  the  v^ay  m  which  I  am  puttmg  thsi    ^^^^^^ 
qnestion  is  the  correct  mode  of  deciding  it,f  they  arei 
of  little  conseqaence  in  the  decisioli  of  this  case/ 

The  question  of  fact  beinsg  dispodcfd  o^  timt 
next  in  co^sid^ratioa  was  the  ^nestion  of  law--^ 
it  was  said  thai  they  could  not  recover  on  tfaii» 
policy.  Why?  Because  by  the  GGeo.L  c*  1&^ 
the  monopoly  of  insurance  by  Gompanies  ou> 
ships  and  merchandize  at  sea,  is  giv^i  to  two; 
particular  Companies;  namely,  to  the  Loadoli 
Insurance  Company,  and  to  the  Royal  Exehangpe^ 
Assurance  Company,  and  that,  therefore,  that 
contract  was  altogether  Toid,  whether  it  was  an 
agreement  for  a  policy,  or  a  policy  executed  :— 
that  the  act  of  Parliatnent  was  a  bari  the  act  of 
Parliament  declaring  that  all  pcdicies  enecuted 
by  six  persons  other  thiui  those  compsmies,  shall 
be  absolutely  null  »m1  void; 

The  first  question  Which  arose  ittthe  discus-^ 
sion  was  this,  and  a  Very  important  g^neml  queis^ 
tion  it  was :— Dtoes  that  act  eJEtefid  io  Seotlai^  ? 
that  iA^  does  that  part  6(  the  act  to  whieh  I  havid 
referred  ektend  to  8c6ttand?  The  act  was 
passed  with  two  Views ;  it  is  the  a^t  g^erally 
called  the  Bubble  Act;  it  was  att>  act  for  the 
)[^rpose  of  preventilkg  those  i^itA  speoufatltions 
Which  had  cmtency  M  the  period  tt>  wtiicfa  I 
have  referred,  and  that  part  of  the  ait  s^ 
cifik^ally  extemb  to  Scotland;  for  it  is  stated  in 
the  body  of  the  act^  that  tike  penalties  which 
^all  be  imposed  for  the  vSdatiOft  of  that  part 
of  the  act,  shall  hb  reedvered  m  the  Courts  ctf 
Edinburgh,  DtrbGn^  or  London.  It  is  che^i 
l&efrefbre,  that  that  pUrt  of  the  act  vrto  intended 
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1828.  to  extend  to  Scotland.  But  with  respect  to  the 
other  part,  it  is  quite  different.  In  the  first  place 
it  is  a  little  too  strong  to  suppose  that  only  these 
two  English  Companies  could  be  intended  to 
have  a  right  to  insure,  not  confined  to  England 
only,  but  extending  to  other  parts  of  the  king- 
dom ;  there  is,  in  respect  to  that  question^  this 
important  distinction,  that  the  penalties  are  re- 
coverable only  in  the  Courts  of  Westminster, 
and  it  is  impossible  not  to  see  that  that  part  of 
the  act  of  Parliament  was  intended  to  apply 
only  to  England.  That  point  being  decided,  I 
conceive  your  Lordships  will  think  yourselves 
j.ustified  in  concurring  in  the  judgment  of  the 
Court  below. 

Another  question,  very  important  in  its  nature,  a 
question  of  law,  was  raised.  There  is  an  English 
Company  it  is  said  effecting  an  insurance,  an  Eng- 
lish contract,  and  although  this  act  of  Parliament 
may  not  extend  to  Scotland,  this  is  an  insurance  by 
an  English  Company,  and  therefore  it  is  argued 
that  it  would  be  mere  evasion  to  say  that  the  par- 
ties in  this  case  could  recover  on  this  rn  Scotland. 
This  turns  entirely  on  the  question  whether  or 
not  this  was  an  English  contract,  or  a  Scotch 
contract.  The  way  in  which  it  was  argued  at 
the  bar,  and  in  the  Court  below,  appears  to  me 
very  fallacious.  It  was  analogous  to  the  argu- 
ment, to  which  I  have  already  referred,  which 
was  raised  in  the  Jury  Court,  that  the  Policy  is 
to  be  considered  as  the  contract,  and  that  the 
Policy  was  executed  here  by  the  Company,  and 
if  the  Policy  were  the  ground  of  action,  the  pro- 
ceeding on  a  Policy  so  executed  in  London, 
might  admit  of  doubt  and  question.    But  that  is 
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not  the  case  here.  What  is  the  nature  of  the  ac-  1828. 
tion  ?  Here  is  a  contract  entered  into,  not  in  Lon-  p^JJJ!^!^^ 
don,  but  in  Glasgow  :  written  in  Glasgow,  dated  ^  «-^ 
in  Glasgow,  and  subscribed  in  Glasgow,  the  con- 
sideration paid  in  Glasgow,  at  the  office  es- 
tablished, and  for  a  long  time  established  in 
Glasgow.  Why  is  it  then  to  be  said,  that  that 
contract,  I  mean  the  original  contract,  was  not 
a  contract  in  Glasgow  ?  If  I  send  an  agent  to 
reside  in  Scotland,  and  he  in  my  name  enters 
into  a  contract  in  Scotland,  the  contract  is  to  be 
considered  as  mine,  where  it  is  actually  made. 
It  is  not  an  English  contract,  because  I  actually 
reside  in  England;  if  my  agent  executes  it  in 
Scotland,  it  is  the  same  as  if  I  were  myself  on  the 
spot,  and  executed  it  in  Scotland.  The  original 
contract,  therefore,  must  be  considered  as  a  con- 
tract entered  into  in  Scotland,  and  it  was  that 
original  contract,  and  not  the  Policy,  which  was 
the  ground  of  action ;  the  action  was  brought  for 
the  infringement  of  that  contract.  You  agreed  to 
give  me  a  general  Policy,  you  did  not  give  me  a 
general  Policy,  I  call  upon  you  therefore  for 
damages.  It  is  said  that  the  Insurance  Company 
could  not  comply  ^ith  that  agreement,  for  that 
they  could  not  have  a  general  Policy.  But  if 
that  is  so,  what  hid  the  assured  to  do  with  that  ? 
The  agent  stipulated  to  do  it,  if  the  directors  in 
London  could  not  do  it.  It  is  my  opinion,  that  the 
agent  in  Glasgow  might  have  made  a  valid  Policy; 
but  that  if  he  could  not  have  made  a  valid  Policy, 
they  are  bound  to  make  compensation  for  the 
breach  of  that  contract  so  entered  into  in  Glas- 
gow. They  were  botmd,  in  my  humble  judg- 
ment, by  that  contr&ct  by  which  they  engaged 
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1828.  to  effect  a  Policy  of  a  particular  descriptioa^ 
"^^  ^^^  which  they  have  not  done ;  and  not  having  done 
that,  they  are  bound  to  make.,  compensatioa  to 
the  party,  in  respect  of  all  the  loss  he  bad 
sustained  by  their  not  having  done  so  ;  the  party 
being  entitled  to  consider  the  case  precisely  as 
if  the  agreement  had  been  executed. 

Then  with  respect  to  the  renewal  of  the  Policy. 
What  sort  of  a  renewal  was  that  to  be  ?  Here  is 
an  agreement  to  execute  a  valid  Policy;  the 
party  insuring  was  entitled  to  consider  that  as  a 
Policy,  an  undertaking  to  do  that  which  was  to 
be  done.  The  rule  operates  upon  that  which  the 
party  agreed  to  do,  and  which  a  Court  of  Equity 
considers  as  already  done,  and  therefore  it  is  a 
renewal  of  a  Policy  having  effect  in  Scotland.  I 
am  happy  to  say,  that  although  the  Court  of  Ses- 
sion were  not  unanimous  upon  this  point,  three 
of  the  judges  were  of  opinion  that  this  was  to  be 
considered  as  a  contract  in  Scotland,  and  the 
Pursuers  declared  upon  it  as  a  contract  so  framed, 
a  contract  to  be  executed  in  Scotland.  The 
other  learned  judge  seemed  to  entertain  a  con- 
trary opinion,  and  it  was  in  consequence  of  the 
judges  of  the  Court  below  differing  in  opinion 
upon  this  point,  that  they  were  led  to  do  that 
which  I  think  they  were  not  justified  in  doing, 
namely,  to  decide  the  question  on  another  point, 
which  I  consider  as  utterly  untenable,  the  judges 
below  having  declared,  that  according  to  their 
opinion,  this  act  of  Parliament  which  prohibits 
all  Companies  from  making  insurances  on  ships 
and  merchandizes  at  sea,  does  not  apply  to  the 
case  of  a  steam  vessel.  I  stated  to  your  Lord- 
ships yesterday  my  reasons  for  differing  in  opinion 
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from  those  learned  judges,  with  respect  to  that      1828. 
point ;  and  I  do  that  with  the  utmost  deference 
and  the  utmost  respect.     From  all  I  have  seen  as  *• 

to  the  judgments  of  those  learned  judges,  I  am 
led  to  entertain  the  highest  respect  for  their 
knowledge  and  their  attainments,  but  I  am  bound 
here  in  advising  your  Lordships  in  reference  to  the 
judgment  here  to  be  pronounced,  after  paying 
every  attention  to  the  subject,  to  act  according  to 
the  result  of  my  own  opinion.  I  think  that  the 
grounds  on  which  the  learned  judges  decided 
this  case  in  the  Court  below,  cannot  be  sus- 
tained, but  that  upon  the  proceedings  and  the 
evidence,  it  is  clear  that  the  Pursuers  are  entitled 
to  recover ;  they  are  entitled  to  recover  upon  the 
principle  of  this  being  an  agreement  for  an  in- 
surance entered  into  in  Scotland — a  contract 
made  in  Scotland.  The  act  of  the  6th  Geo.  L 
c.  18,  not  extending  to  Scotland,  the  contract  is 
a  valid  contract,  and  the  plaintiffs  are  entitled  to 
recover  damages,  for  the  purpose  of  affording 
them  compensation  for  the  loss  they  have  sus- 
tained by  the  breach  of  that  agreement. 

On  these  grounds,  I  should  suggest  that  the 
judgment  be  affirmed,  not  in  the  terms  in  which 
it  has  been  pronounced ;  but  that,  in  your  Lord- 
ships' opinion,  the  Pursuers  have  made  good 
their  claim.  The  form  of  the  judgment  shall  be 
prepared,  and  I  will  on  a  future  day  submit  it 
for  the  opinion  of  your  Lordships. 
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1828.  »7JwK^18». 

It  is  declared^  that  although  this  House  is  of  opinioi^  that 
the  iDsorance  upon  which  the  Respondents  sought  to  recover 
damages,  is  a  species  of  insurance  to  which  the  sitatute  6th 
Geo.  L  c.  18.  does  apply ;  yet  inasmuch  as  this  House  is  of 
opinion  that  the  said  statute,  as  to  that  part  of  it  to  which  the 
interlocutor  of  the  Court  of  Session  of  the  S3d  of  January 
refers,  does  not  extend  to  Scotland,  the  said  appeal  upon  the 
&ct8  of  this  case  ought  to  be  dismissed,  and  the  interlocutors 
affirmed.  It  is  therefore  ordered  and  adjudged  diat  the  appeal 
be  dismissed,  and  with  the  abo? e  dedaratioa,  that  the  aereral 
interlocutors  complained  of  be  affinsbed. 


671 


INDEX. 


A 


GGOUNT.    Fide  Mabeiaox  SsTmuBNT.    Timb. 

APPEAL: 

1.  C,  by  his  will,  devised  his  lands  in  tmst  for  G.  his  brother^ 
and  heir  for  life ;  remainder  to  his  brother's  sons,  In  strict 
settlement,  in  tidl  male;  remainder  to  S.  the  testator's  sister, 
for  life;  reAudnder  In  like  manner  to  her  sons ;  remainder  to 
K.  for  life,  without  Impeachment  of  waste;  remainder  in 
strict  settlement  to  his  sohs,  in  tail  male;  remainder  to  S.  for 
life,  with  like  remainder  to  his  sons ;  remainder  to  the  testa- 
tor*s  right  heirs.  The  lands  were  accordingly  conreyed  by 
the  trustees,  named  in  the  will,  to  these  uses. 

O.  died  without  issue,  leatving  S.  his  heir  at  law,  and  she  married 
P.,  and  with  her  httsband,  levied  a  fine  of  the  reversion, 
which  had  descended  to  her  on  the  the  death  of  G.,  to  such 
uses  as  S.  should  appoint;  and  she  died,  having  appointed  the 
reversion  to  P.,  during  the  joint  lives  of  himself  and  A.,  un- 
til A.  should  attain  twenty-one,  or  marriage;  remainder  as  to 
one  moiety  to  P.  for  life ;  and  as  to  the  other  moiety,  to  A.  for 
life;  remainder  as  to  the  whole  estate,  to  the  sons,  kc,  of  A., 
in  tail ;  remaind^  (subject  to  a  term)  to  P. 

K.  entered  upon  the  death  of  S.,  and  died,  devising  his  real 
estates  charged  with  his  debts,  and  bequeathing  hb  personal 
estate  to  T.  K.,  against  whom  a  bill  was  filed ;  charging  that 
K.  during  his  possession  of  the  lands,  had  committed  equita- 
ble waste,  by  cutting  trees  planted,  &c.  for  ornament,  and 
praying  that  an  account  might  be  taken  of  the  trees  cut,  and 
the  value,  and  that  T.  K.  as  representative  of  K„  might  pay 
the  amount  out  trf  his  assets.  A  decree  was  made  according 
to  the  prayer  of  the  bill.  But  before  the  Master  had  pro- 
ceeded under  the  decree,  the  question  of  value,  and  all  matters 
in  difference  between  the  parties,  were,  by  an  order  of  the 
Gourt  by  oonsimt,  referred  to  an  arbitrator,  appointed  by  the 
Master  under  the  order,  and  arbitration  bonds  were  executed 
by  the  parties.  The  arbitrator  by  his  award,  found  that  a  sum 
of  3871/.  which  included  ihe  value  of  the  timber  cut,  was  the 
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balance  dae  to  the  Plaintiff,  and  directed  it  to  be  paid.  Afl 
application  being  made  to  enforce  the  payment  of  Uie  money, 
according  to  the  award,  the  Defendant  presented  a  petition  of 
re-hearing,  which  suspended  the  proceedings  upon  tbe  award, 
and  the  case  baring  been  re-heard,  the  bill  was  dismiMed,  but 
no  order  was  made  respecting  the  award. 
Upon  appeal  against  this  decree,  held,  that  the  Hoose  of  Lords 
could  not  proceed  until  there  should  be  a  judgment  upon  the 
whole  of  the  proceedings  before  the  Court  below,  and  a  spe- 
cial order  was  made,  by  which  the  Appellants  had  leave  to 
withdraw  their  appeal,  for  the  purpose  of  obtaining  the  judg- 
ment of  the  inferior  Court,  upon  the  question  as  to  the  award. 
Semb,  That  such  a  reference  as  above  stated,  submits  the  law 
as  well  as  the  fact  to  the  arbitrator.— Buf/er  v.  AymierWey, 

p.  374 

2.  The  House  of  Lords  having  made  an  order,  containing  declara- 
tions as  to  the  right  of  parties,  and  renutting  the  case  to  the 
Court  below,  with  directions;  it  is  not  competent  to  the  Court 
below,  upon  the  same  state  of  evidence,  to  give  any  judgment 
inconsistent  with  the  dtsclarations  and  directions  of  the  House 
of  hords.-McNeiii  v.  Cahili  -  -  -  -  p.  315 
ASSETS.  See  Time. 
AWARD.    See  Appeal. 

Upon  a  bill  by  the  assignee  of  a  judgment  against  the  conusor, 
stating  an  award,  in  which  a  certain  sum  was  found  due 
upon  the  judgment ;  and  praying  that  accounts  might  be 
taken  against  the  conusor  upon  the  foot  of  the  award,  and 
the  judgment,  the  Defendant,  the  conusor,  cannot  by  his  an- 
swer impeach  the  award,  and  rabe  questions  which  had  been 
discussed  before,  and  decided  by  the  arbitrators,  as  to  the 
state  of  accounts  between  the  Defendant  as  counsel,  and  the 
conusor  of  the  judgment. — Hill  v.  BaU  -        -        p.  1 

BARON  &  FEMB.     ride  Mortgage. 
CHARITY  : 

1.  A.  by  a  deed  executed  in  1616,  for  a  nominal  consideration, 
conveyed  to  certain  persons  therein  named,  certain  premises, 
which  were  then  let  upon  lease  for  forty-one  years,  at  a  rent 
of  150/.  By  another  deed  of  the  same  date,  reciting  among 
other  purposes,  a  desire  to  relieve  the  poor  of  the  Mystery  of 
Mercers,  of  which  the  grantor  was  free;  and  the  better  to 
manifest  his  love  and  affection  towards  his  brethren,  the  free- 
men of  the  said  Company,  it  was  declared,  that  the  grant  of 
the  premises  comprised  in  the  former  deed,  and  of  the  rent  of 
150/.,  reserved  upon  the  lease,  was  made  upon  trust  as  to 
the  premises,  and  the  rent  reserved,  and  all  future  rents 
and  profits;  that  the  grantees  should  receive  and  pay  the 
monies  arising  therefrom  to  the  wardens  of  the  Mystery  of 
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Mercers  of  the  City  of  London*  and  their  successors;  and 
that  the  said  wardens  and  commonalty  should  dispose  of  the 
monies  to  the  uses  therein  mentioned.  The  schedule  annexed 
to  the  deed  then  enumerated  yarious  charitahle  objects  to 
which  the  money  was  to  be  applied;  among  which,  was  a 
donation  to  poor  brethren  of  the  Mercers*  Company.  These 
donations  amounted  altogether  to  149/.  lis.,  leaving  a  sum  of 
9s.  of  the  reserved  rent  of  150/.  unapplied,  in  the  hands  of 
the  Mercers'  Company.  By  improvements  of,  and  additions 
to  the  estate,  in  consequence  of  an  act  of  inclosure,  the  rent 
increased  to  a  sum  of  1000/.  a  year,  at  which  rent  the  pre- 
mises were  let  in  1817*  Of  this  increased  rent,  the  Mercers' 
applied  521/.  2s.  in  various  payments,  according  to  the  trust ; 
the  residue  of  the  rents  of  the  estate  they  had  for  many  years 
carried  to  the  general  account  of  the  Company,  and  applied 
them  to  their  own  use. 
Upon  an  information  filed  to  regulate  the  Charity,  held  in  the 
Court  below,  and  on  appeal,  that  the  Mercers'  Company. were 
trustees  of  the  rents,  and  augmented  rents,  and  that  the  sur- 
plus, after  answering  the  payments  directed  by  the  deed,  was 
applicable  to  such  and]  the  same  purposes,  as  directed  by  the 
deed,  without  prejudice  to  the  question,  how  far  the  Mercers' 
Company  were  entitled  to  share  in  the  increased  rents,  with 
reference  to  their  share  of  the  original  rent  of  150/.— il/er- 
cers'  Company  v.  Attorney  General  •  -  -  p.  165 
2.  By  a  deed  granting  lands,  &c.  to  a  Corporation  of  the  City  of 
London,  to  be  applied  to  charitable  uses,  it  was  provided,  that 
if  the  prenuses  should  be  evicted,  the  Company  should  be 
discharged  from  any  further  payment,  or  continuance  of  the 
uses ;  and  if  the  premises,  by  alteration  of  times,  should  so 
much  decay  in  rent,  that  the  uses  could  not  be  sapported 
therewith,  the  Company  should  only  be  chargeable  with  the 
payments  appointed  to  Christ's  Hospital,  and  to  the  Company 
of  Barber  Surgeons,  being  6/.  yearly ;  and  from  thenceforth 
it  should  be  lawful  for  the  said  Company,  to  make  such  abate- 
ment of  the  sums  before  limited,  except  the  6/.  to  Christ's 
Hospital  and  the  Barber  Surgeons,  as  should  be  answerable 
to  the  fall  of  the  rents  which  should  so  happen. 
Held  that  this  was  conditional,  and  not  a  positive  charge  upon 
the  grantees,  to  be  paid  by  them,  at  all  events,  so  as  to  furnish 
an  inference,  that,  being  subject  to  such  charge,  they  must  be 
entitled  to  a  surplus  of  the  rents,  arising  by  an  increase  in  the 
value  of  the  property.— Jfercert'  Company  v.  Attorney 
General p.  184 

CONDITION.     Fide  Marriage  Settlement. 

CONSTRUCTION,     nde  Marriage  Settlement. 

COSTS,     nde  Jurisdiction  . 
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COVENANT.    See  Mbbobb. 
DEBTOR  and  CREDITOR : 

D.  havipg  an  estate  for  life,  in  land^,  situate  in  England  and 
Ireland,  assigned  them,  together  with  his  fdmituie,  &c.,  by 
several  indentures,  to  trustees,  for  a  term  of  ninety-niae  years, 
if  he  should  »o  long  Uve,  in  trust,  out  of  the  rents  and  profits 
after  satisfactipn  of  a  jointure,  prior  to  the  life  estate,  and  the 
interest  of  a  mortgage,  and  certain  annuities  created  by  the 
Appellant,  to  pay  to  the  Appellant  an  annuity  of  5O0O/.  and 
to  his  creditors  by  bond,  judgment,  and  simple  '.contract, 
(parties  to  .the  deed  of  assijpunent,)  interest  at  the  rate  of  5i, 
per  cent,  upon  their  respective  debta;  and  to  ap^y  the  sur- 
plus, from  time  to  time,  in  the  gradual  extinction  of  the  capi- 
tal of  the  debts^ 

The  creditors  generally  executed  the  deed  of  trust  and  assign- 
ment, by  wldch  they  covenanted  not  to  sue  the  Appellant. 
But  P.  and  B.,  creditors  of  l>.,  by  simple  contract,  having 
obtiuned  judgment  for  their  debts,  first  in  England,  and  after- 
wards in  Ireland,  sued  out  a  writ  oi  fieri  facitu^  directed  to 
the  sheriff  of  the  county  of  R.  in  Ireland,  who  seiied  the 
goods  of  D.,  but  refused  to  sell  them,  in  consequence  of  a 
claim  made  by  the  trustees,  to  whom  they  had  been  assigned 
by  D. ;  wheretqion  P.  and  B.  in  1820,  filed  a  bill  in  chancery 
in  Ireland,  on  behalf  of  themselves  and  ot^er  creditors  of  D., 
which  stated  these  facts ;  and  setting  forth.  In  part,  the  deed 
of  trust  and  assignment,  as  it  appeared  in  the  registry ;  but 
alleging  that  they  were  ignorant  of  the  trusts,  pr^r^  that  the 
Defendants  might  set  forth  the  deed,  and  tha^  the  creditors 
might  have  power  to  elect  to  take  the  benefit  of  the  deed ;  or 
otherwise,  that  it  might  be  declared  fraudulent  and  void  as  to 
them,  and  that  in  the  meantime  a  receiver  of  the  rents  might 
be  appointed',  and  that  they  might  be  applied  in  payment  of 
the  debts.  After  the  bill  was  filed,  two  of  the  trustees  died, 
and  two  new  trustees  were  appointed.  D.  and  the  surviving 
trustee  put  in  their  answers. 

In  18^4,  P.  and  B.  filed  a  supplemental  bill  against  D.  and  the 
surviving  trustee,  stating  the  deed  of  assignment  and  trust : 
that  under  it  D.  was  entitled  to  a  rent  charge,  issuing  out  of 
the  lands  held  in  trust  by  the  surviving  trustee,  and  that  they 
had  sued  out  an  elegit  agdnst  D.,  for  the  sum  of  1027/.,  di- 
rected to  the  sheriff  of  R.,  who  returned,  that  D.  or  his  trus- 
tee was  seised  of  a  freehold  rent,  issuing  out  of  lands  in  the 
county  of  R. ;  one  moiety  of  which  he  had  delivered  to  P. 
and  B.  to  hold,  &c.,  till  they  had  levied  the  damages  marked 
on  the  writ.  They  claimed  by  the  bill,  to  be  entitled  either  to 
a  moiety  of  the  lands,  or  of  the  rent  charge,  or  to  have  satis- 
faction of  their  judgment,  out  of  the  annuity  pajrable  to  B., 
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under  the  trusts  of  the  ^ed.  Upon  these  grounds  they 
prayed  by  their  bill,  a  reeeiver  either  of  a  moiety  of  the 
lands  coBiprised  in  the  sheriff's  return  to  the  wrh,  to  the  ex- 
tent of  one  moiety  of  the  6000/.  por  annum,  or  of  the  lands 
comprised  in  the  deeds  of  assignment  and  trust ;  and  after 
satisftiction  of  the  diarges  having  priority  according  to  the 
trusts  of  the  deed,  that  a  moiety  of  a  competent  part  of 
the  W)0/.  per  annum,  might  be  appMtd  in  payment  of  their 
demand,  and  that  the  trustee  might  be  vestaained  from  paying 
the  annuity  to  D.,  till  the  demand  was  satisied. 

After  the  filing  of  the  bUl,  two  oiders  were  made ;  one  for  the 
appointment  of  a  receiver,  the  otiier  restraining  the  trustee 
from  paying  the  annuity  to  D.,  to  the  amount  of  1360/.  The 
trustee,  by  his  answer,  suggested  that  his  co-trustees,  and  the 
creditors  of  D.,  were  necessary  parties  to  the  suit.  D.  by  his 
answer,  insisted  i;pon  tb*  validity  o{  the  deed,  and.priority  of 
the  trusts,  ^eluding  his  own  annuity,)  over  the  Judgment  of 
P.  and  B.  As  soon  as  the  answers  were  filed,  applications 
were  made  to  the  Master  of  the  Rolls,  on  the  part  of  D.,  to 
discharge  the  lecdver,  and  rescind  the  injunction ;  and  on  the 
part  of  P.  and  fi.,  to  continue  the  receiver  and  injunction, 
till  the  hearing,  which  was  granted,  and  the  motion  of  D.  was 
refused ;  and  this  decision  was  affirmed  on  appeal  to  the  Lord 
Chancellor  of  Ireland. 

Held,  affirming  the  judgments  of  the  Courts  below,  that  under 
the  circumstances  above  stated,  the  orders  appointing  a  re- 
ceiver, and  restraining  the  surviving  trustee  from  paying 
the  annuity  to  D.,  were  properly  n^ide^  that  it  was  not  ne' 
ccssary  for  this  purpose,  tbat  the  prior  incumbrancers,  nor 
the  creditors,  parties  to  the  deed  of  trust,  nor  the  substituted 
trustees,  should  be  parties  to  the  suit.  Held,  also,  that  the 
defects  in  the  sherifiTs  return  to  the  elegit  were  immaterial,  as 
no  return  is  necessary,  and  the  suing  out  an  eiegit  is  sufficient 
to  ground  die  equity.  Held,  further,  that  one  elegit  is  suffi- 
cient, although  the  rent  was  payable  out  of  lands  (n  three 
eounties.— I>i7/<m  v.  Plaekett  •  «>  -  -  p.  239 
DEMURRER.  See  Plkadiko. 
IXEVISB.    See  Msbokr. 

A.  by  bis  will,  limited  his  lands  to  B.  his  daughter  and  H.  her 
husband,  for  their  lives,  &o. ;  remainder  to  their  sons  suc- 
cessively in  tail  j  remainder  to  M.  his  daughter,  and  F.  her 
husband,  for  their  lives,  &c. ;  remainder  to  their  sons  suc- 
cessively in  tail ;  widi  divers  remainders  over,  including  C. 
and  his  sons,  and  their  issue ;  and  he  declared  and  provided 
by  the  will,  that  in  case  M.  or  P.,  or  the  sons  or  son  of  P. 
and  M.,  or  either  of  them,  should  become  entitled  to  the 
estate  under  the  limitations  of  the  will,  a  sum  of  2,000/.  should 
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be  charged  on  the  lands  in  possession,  for  the  use  of  the 
younger  children  of  C,  in  certain  specific  proportions.  E. 
and  H.  died  without  issue.  The  sons  of  M.  and  F.  died 
before  the  estate  became  vested  in  them ;  and  after  the  death 
of  M.  and  P.,  and  the  expiration  of  the  preceding  life  estates, 
G.,  a  grandson  of  M.  and  P.,  became  entitled  onder  the 
limitations  of  the  will  to  an  estate  tail. 
Held  in  the  Court  below,  and  on  appeal,  that  the  lands  having 
vested  in  a  grandson,  and  not  in  a  son  of  M.  and  P.,  were 
nevertheless  liable  to  the  charge  created  by  the  will  in  favor 
of  the  younger  children  of  C.     Gore  v.  Lord  Lorton^  p.  286. 

ELECTION.    See  Mbbqbr. 

EQUITY,     nde  Debtor  and  Crbditob.    Pbauo.    Lbssor  and 
Le88bb.    Pleading. 

ERROR.    Fide  Prerogative. 

The  opinion  of  a  judge  directing  the  plaintiff  in  an  action  to 
be  nonsuited,  if  it  does  not  appear  on  the  record,  cannot  be 
questioned  in  a  writ  of  error.  The  plaintiff,  if  he  intends  to 
bring  a  writ  of  error  on  the  ground  of  mis-direction,  in  point 
of  law,  should  not  submit  to  be  nonsuited,  but  appear,  and 
put  the  judge  to  express  such  opinion,  by  way  of  direction 
to  the  jury;  and  thereupon  tender  a  bill  of  exceptions  to  the 
judge,  and  procure  his  signature  thereto.  D.  d. — ToUon 
V.  Fisher        -  -  -  -  -        p.  9 

EVIDENCE,  ride  Marriagb  Settlement.  Dbbd.  Part- 
nership. Tithes. 
In  a  suit  in  Equity,  seeking  to  charge  the  lands  of  A.  by 
virtue  of  marriage  articles  executed  by  A.,  the  original  arti- 
cles were  not  produced,  but  it  was  in  proof  that  H.  was  the 
executor  of  A. ;  that  the  house  of  H.  in  Ireland  had  been 
occupied  by  a  French  and  rebel  army,  and  his  papers  ran- 
sacked  and  scattered ;  that  L.  was  the  executor  of  H.,  and 
that  the  houses  of  H.  and  L.  had  been  searched,  but  that  the 
original  articles  could  not  be  found.  Under  these  circum- 
stanceSy  secondary  evidence,  viz.  a  copy  of  the  articles  sent 
with  a  case  laid  before  counsel ;  a  charge  in  the  solicitor's 
bill  for  the  copy  and  case ;  a  recital  of  the  articles  in  an  Act 
of  Parliament  for  settling  lands  on  the  issue  of  the  marriage, 
and  a  deed  appointing  a  jointure  according  to  the  articles  and 
portions  to  children,  under  a  power  reserved  by  the  act, 
were  admitted  as  proof  of  the  existence  and  contents  of  the 
articles. 
This  decision  was  affirmed  on  appeal.  Gore  v.  Lord  Lor- 
tOH         •  •  •        •        •  •  p,  2oo 

EXECUTION.     Fide  Debtor  and  Creditor. 

EXEMPTION.     Fide  Tithes,  2. 


INDEX.  577 

FOREIGNER.    See  Pleading. 

FORFEITURE.    See  Lbssor  and  Lessbb. 

FRAUD. 

A.,  an  army  agent  in  Dublin,  having  effected  a  policy  of  insur- 
ance on  his  own  life  for  3000/.  in  1819,  by  an  informal  instru- 
ment, attested  by  two  witnessess,  assigned  the  policy  to  C, 
who  had  been  for  many  years  his  confidential  clerk.  From  the 
time  of  the  assignment  A.  paid  two-thirds,  and  C  one-third 
of  the  premium.  In  1821,  by  a  more  formal  instrument, 
drawn  up  by  a  professional  person,  he  executed  a  further 
assignment  of  the  policy.  In  the  first  instrument,  the  con- 
sideration expressed  is  *'  regard  and  affection  ;*'  in  the 
second,  *^ friendship  and  affection,**  The  last  assignment 
was  drawn  up  by  the  attorney  of  C,  and  both  the  instru- 
ments were  drawn  up  and  executed,  without  the  knowledge 
of  A.'s  family. 
By  a  codicil  to  his  will,  A.  gave  to  C.  a  legacy  of  100/.  **  as  a 
further  mark  of  his  regard  and  affection.'*  Upon  the  death 
of  A.,  a  letter  addressed  to  his  son,  was  found  enclosed  in 
his  will,  stating  that  the  assignment  had  been  extorted  from 
him  by  C.  by  threats  and  undue  influence. 
Upon  a  bill  filed  by  H.,  as  executor  of  A.,  to  set  aside  the 
assignment  on  the  ground  of  fraud,  and  undue  influence,  C. 
by  his  answer,  claimed  the  interest  under  the  assignment 
as  a  compensation  given  to  him  by  A.,  in  the  place  of  an 
increase  of  salary.  Upon  the  depositions  it  appeared  in 
evidence,  that  C.  had  given  different  accounts  of  the  object 
of  the  policy,  vii.  that  it  was  effected  as  a  provision  for  the 
wife  of  A.,  and  that  it  had  been  given  to  him,  for  making 
up  the  accounts  of  A.,  in  a  way  to  deceive  Government. 
It  appeared  also  in  proof  of  the  charge  of  influence,  that  C. 
had  declared  when  the  codicil  was  in  contemplation,  that 
none  should  be  executed  unless  he  chose ;  and  when  the 
letter  was  found  in  the  will,  that  he  said  he  could  ruin  the 
credit  of  the  house  and  the  character  of  the  testator.  Upon 
this,  and  other  evidence,  an  issue  was  directed  at  the  instance 
of  the  defendant,  to  try  whether  the  assignments  as  to  two- 
thirds  of  the  sum  insured,  were  the  free  and  voluntary  acts 
of  the  testator,  or  extorted  from  him  by  threats  or  undue 
influence,  or  obtained  by  fraud ;  the  defendant  upon  the  trial 
of  this  issue,  was  to  produce  the  deeds  of  assignment,  and 
the  attesting  witnesses. 
Upon  the  trial  of  the  issue,  the  letter  found  enclosed  in  the  will 
was  tendered  in  evidence  by  the  plaintiff,  but  rejected.  The 
defendant  produced  no  witnesses  ;  whereupon  the  jury  found 
that  in  the  event  of  any  assignment  having  been  made,  as  to 
two-thirds  thereof,  it  was  obtained  by  undue  influence. 
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A  motion  to  set  aside  this  verdict,  and  grant  a  new  trial,  was 
refused,  and  upon  a  rehearing,  a  decree  was  made  in  favor  of 
the  plaintiff. 
This  decree  was  affirmed  on  apipeal.— <%>//tiw  v.  Hmte  106 

GUARDIAN. 

The  Court  of  Chancery  has  jurisdiction  to  appoint  a  guardian 
for  in&nts,  being  wards  of  the  Coort,  excluding  the  father ; 
and  upon  evidence  that  the  &tlier  was  living  in  a  state  of 
adultery,  and  had  encouraged  liis  children  in  awearing,  keep- 
ing low  company,  &c.  it  was  held  a  fit  caM  to  exercise  the 
power  to  exclude  him  from  the  guardianship.  fFeUesley  v. 
fVelUiley  .  .  .  *.        124 

HUSBAND  AND  WIFE.    See  Mortoags. 

iNSURANCE.    See  Index  to  Appendix. 

INTEREST,    ride  Mortgage. 

ISSUES.     Vide  Partnership. 

JUDGE.  (DIRECTION  OF)    See  Error.    Fraud. 

JURISDICTION.    Fide  Guardianship.     Prbrogatitb. 

The  Stat  27th  Geo.  III.  c.  44.  entitled  an  act  to  prevent 
frivolous  and  vexations  suits  in  Eeckniastical  Courts,  and 
reciting  in  the  preamble,  that  it  is  expedient  to  limit  the 
time  for  the  commencement  of  certain  suits  in  the  Ecclesiasti- 
cal Courts,  enacts  (among  other  things)  that  no  suit  shall  be 
commenced  in  any  Ecclesiastical  Court  for  fornication  or 
incontinence,  after  the  expiration  of  eight  calendar  months, 
from  the  time  when  such  ofience  shall  have  been  committed. 
Upon  a  libel  in  the  Ecclesiastical  Court  against  a  clergyman, 
containing  various  articles  charging  fornication,  &c. ;  and  in 
the  concluding  article  willing  that  the  offender  be  duly  and 
canonically  punished  and  corrected  according  to  the  exigency 
of  the  law,  &c. ;  an  objection  taken  to  the  jurisdiction,  on 
the  ground  of  the  Statute  27th  Geo.  Ill,  c.  44.  was  over- 
ruled in  the  Ecclesiastical  Court ;  whereupon  a  writ  of  pro- 
hibition was  obtained  in  the  Court  of  King's  Bench,  and 
upon  declaration  in  prohibition,  demurrer,  and  argument,  it 
was  held  that  the  statute  applied  only  to  proceedings  against 
fornicators,  &c.  whether  laymen  or  clergymen,  pro  miute  ani- 
nuB  ;  but  that  a  proceeding  in  the  Ecclesiastical  Court  on  the 
ground  of  fornication,  against  a  clergyman,  for  the  purpose 
of  deprivation,  is  not  prohibited  by  the  statute,  and  this 
jud^ent  was  affirmed  on  appeal. 
Held  also  that  the  judgment  of  the-Court  of  King's  Bench  bebg 
for  a  prohibition,  against  proceeding  on  the  ground  of  fornica- 
tion, pro  ealute  anim<gy  but  granting  a  consultation  so  far 
as  the  case  related  to  the  proceeding  for  deprivation,  the'statute 
Sand  9,  W.  3.  c.  11.  which  gives  costs  to  the  party  who 
obtains  the  judgment  in  prohibition,  did  not  apply,  inasmuch 
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as  it  was  a  qualified  judgment,  whicli  in  substance  was  for 
the  defendant  in  tlie  proMbition,  and  tiiat  if  it  was  to  1)6  con- 
sidered as  a  eoMus  omi>#«#,  there  was  no  authority  in  the 
Court  to  give  costs.— Free  y.  Burgoyne  -  -        65 

LACHES.    See  Timb. 
LESSOR  AND  LESSEE. 

A  lease  of  lands  in  Ireland,  contained  a  covenant  on  the  part 
of  the  lessor  for  perpetual  renewal ;  and  a  covenant  on  the 
part  of  the  lessee,  to  pay  1/.  sterling  for  every  perch  of  bog, 
cut  otherwise  than  thereby  covenanted,  and  to  be  distrained 
for  as  additional  rent.  Upon  a  bill  filed  by  the  assignee  of 
the  lease,  and  his  mortgagee  against  the  assignee  of  the 
lessor,  for  a  specific  performance  of  the  covenant  for  re- 
newal, it  appeared  that  three  years  before  the  filing  of  the 
bill,  a  notice  had  been  given  by  the  landlord  to  the  tenant  to 
name  new  lives  in  the  place  of  those  which  had  expired,  and 
to  pay  the  fines,  frith  interest,  &c. ;  but  in  the  interval,  a  cor- 
respondence had  taken  place,  from  which  it  was  to  be  col- 
lected, that  the  tenant  had  always  been  ready  to  pay  the  fine  ; 
but  that  the  landlord  alleging,  by  his  answer  in  the  suit  sup- 
ported by  evidence,  that  the  tenant  had  cut  large  quantities  of 
turf  in  breach  of  his  covenant,  and  had  also  made  encroach- 
ments upon  other  lands,  refused  to  renew  until  those  two  ques- 
tions were  settled ;  and  although  no  actual  tender  of  the  fines 
had  been  made,  it  was  dear  from  Hie  correspondence  that 
they  would  have  been  ref^ised,  if  made; 
Held,  affirming  the  deerea  of  the  Court  below,  that  under  these 
circumstanees,  the  delay  of  three-  yean  was  not  under  the 
Irish  Tenantry  Act,  such  gross  laehee  as  ought  to  deprive 
the  tenant  of  the  right  of  renewal,  and  work  a  forfeiture  of 
the  lease ;  but  that  the  landlord  ought  to  be  compelled  spe- 
cifically to  perform  the  covenant  for  renewal.  I&ld,  also, 
that  in  making  this  decree,  for  llie  performance  of  part  of  the 
contract  between  the  parties,  it  is  not  necessary  for  a  Court 
of  Equity  to  provide  for  the  performance  of  the  other  part: 
namely,  the  covenant  against  cutting  turf,  otherwise  than  by 
leaving  the  landlord  at  liberty,  by  the  decree  upon  further 
directions,  to  bring  an  action  at  law  upon  that  covenant, 
especially  as  that  liberty  had  been  given  by  the  original 
decree;  and  an  action  brought  against  the  tenant  which 
abated  by  his  deaHi,  and  thereupon  no  application  had  been 
made  by  the  landlord  to  the  Court  of  Equity  for  its  as- 
sistance.—IVan^  ▼.  Dwyer  •  -  -         II 

MANOR.    See  Prvbogativb. 

MARRIAGE;    See  AppiHiMrr  to  Scotch  Casbs. 

MARRIAGE  SSTTLEMBHT. 
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A.,  by  marriage  articles,  bound  himself  "  to  pay  to  H.  apon 
his  marriage  with  £.,  (the  said  H.  settling  all  the  estates  and 
money  he  was  entitled  to  on  the  issue  of  the  marriage,  and 
a  suitable  jointure  to  the  fortune  E.  gave  him,)  the  sum  of 
5,000/."  H.  in  the  same  articles  bound  himself  **  to  settle 
all  the  estate  and  money  which  he  was  then  entitled  to  upon 
the  issue  of  E.,  and  a  jointure  of  500/.  a  year.** 
Four  years  after  the  date  of  these  articles  and  the  marriage,  H. 
acquired  an  estate  which  was  limited  to  the  issue  of  the  mar- 
riage, with  a  power  reserved  to  H.  under  which  after  a  lapse 
of  twenty-six  years,  he  by  deed  appointed  to  his  wife  E. 
500/.  per  annum,  by  way  of  jointure,  and  6,000/.  to  the 
younger  children  of  the  marriage  as  portions. 
Held  in  the  Court  below,  and  on  appeal,  that  this  was  a  per- 
formance of  the  condition  upon  which  A.  contracted  to  give 
to  H.  a  marriage  portion  of  5,000/.;  and  that  so  much  of 
that  sum  as  was  not  paid  on  the  marriage,  became  due  on  that 
event,  and  was  a  charge  on  the  estate  of  A.  payable  with 
interest  from  the  date  of  the  marriage.— Gore  v.  Lord 
Lorton      -  -  -  -  '        ?•  2S6 

MBRliER: 

P.  being  possessed  of  lands,  for  a  term  of  lives,  with  a  covenant 
for  a  perpetual  renewal,  by  articles  made  upon  the  marriage 
of  his  son,  in  the  year  17^9  covenanted  to  convey  his  estate, 
and  interest  in  the  lands,  to  W.,  and  other  trustees,  to  the  use 
of  himself  for  life;  remainder  to  the  use  of  his  son  T.  for 
life  ;  remainder,  subject  to  a  jointure,  to  the  sons  of  the  mar- 
riage successively,  in  tail  male ;  reversion  to  P.  the  settler. 
In  1749,  the  reversion  of  the  lands,  subject  to  the  lease,  was 
granted  to  W.,  as  trustee  for  P.,  to  whom  it  was  soon  after- 
wards granted  over  by  W, 
P.,  by  his  will,  dated  in  1766,  devised  all  his  real  estate,  inclu- 
ding his  leases  for  lives,  in  trust  for  T.  his  son,  for  life  ;  re- 
mainder to  P.  (son  of  T.,)  his  grandson,  for  life  ;  remainder 
to  the  sons  of  P.  the  grandson,  successively,  in  tail  male,  with 
divers  remainders  over ;  reversion  to  the  heirs, of  P.  the  de- 
visor. The  testator  by. his  will,  declared,  that  *'  if  his  grand- 
son P.  should  not  settle  such  interest  in  that  part  of  the 
lands,  which  was  settled  on  his  father's  intermarriage,  and 
'*  which  he  would  become  entitled  to  on  the  testator's  and  his 
**  father's  decease,  to  the  uses  to  which  th6  testator's  estates 
were  thereby  limited,  upon  the  desire  of  his  £sther,  his  son 
T.,  at  his  will  and_pleasure,  and  .in  his  discretion,  might, 
and  was  by  the  will,  empowered  to  deprive  P.,  the  grand- 
son, of  the  life  estate  in  the  lands  thereby  limited  to  him,  so 
as  such  deprivation  should  not  alter  the  limitations  in  re- 
^  ''  mainder  ;*'  and  in  a  subsequent  clause,  having  provided. 
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"  that  in  case  his  grandsoa  P.  happened  to  die  without  issue 
**  male,  and  should  settle  the  interest  which  was  settled  on  his 
**  father's  marriage,  in  part  of  the  real  estates  of  the  testator, 
*'  and  to  the  same  uses  as  limited  by  the  will,  so  that  his  ac- 
**  quisitions  should  go  together,"  he  gave  to  P.  a  power  to 
charge  the  lands  devised  with  portions  for  daughters ;  and  in 
a  subsequent  part  of  the  will,  he  gave  a  power  to  P.  to  charge 
a  jointure  upon  the  real  estate  of  inheritance,  thereby  limited 
to  him,  providing  he  settles  his  said  interest  in  part  of  the 
real  estate,  to  the  uses  therein  mentioned. 

P.  the  testator  died  in  1769.  T.  his  son  entered  upon  the 
lands,  under  the  limitations  of  the  will,  and  remained  in  pos- 
session during  his  life.  In  1776,  T.,  and  P.  the  grandson, 
upon  the  occasion,  and  in  consideration  of  his  marriage  and  a 
portion,  conveyed  the  term  for  lives,  with  the  right  of  cove- 
nant for  perpetual  renewal,  in  trust,  to  secure  a  jointure  to 
the  wife,  and  subject  thereto  for  the  use  of  T.  for  life ;  re- 
mainder to  P.  for  life  ;  remainder  to  secure  another  jointure, 
and  subject  thereto  to  the  sons  of  the  marriage ;  and  in  de- 
fault of  issue  male,  to  the  trustees  for  a  term,  to  raise  portions 
for  daughters,  and  subject  thereto  for  T.  in  fee. 

Upon  a  bill  filed  by  a  party  claiming  under  this  settlement 
against  parties  claiming  the  reversion,  to  compel  a  specific 
performance  of  the  covenant  for  renewal,  held,  that  according 
to  the  limitations,  and  upon  the  events  above  stated,  the  term 
of  the  lands  was  not  merged  in  the  fee  $  that  no  case  of  election 
arose  upon  the  will  of  Peter  Rutledge,  binding  those  who 
took  under  that  will,  to  leave  the  term  in  question  to  go  ac- 
cording to  the  limitations  of  the  wiiL^-Rutledge  r.  Rutledge^ 

p.  352 
MORTGAGE.    See  Timb. 

N.  being  entitled  to  certain  lands,  as  issue  in  tail,  conveyed 
them  in  17^9,  by  lease  and  re-lease,  to  a  mortgagee  in  fee  to 
secure  800/.  borrowed,  and  levied  a  fine  of  the  lands  pursuant 
to  covenant  for  the  purpose  of  perfecting  the  security.  In 
1762,  N.  borrowed  450/.,  and  charged  it  upon  the  same  lands 
by  deed  poll.  In  1764,  N.  died,  leaving  the  charge  upon  the 
lands  of  the  aggregate  sum  of  1250/.,  with  an  arrear  of 
interest,  and  by  his  will  devised  all  his  lands  to  M.  his  wife. 
In  1766,  M.  having  married  A.  B.,  he  with  M.  his  wife,  by 
lease  and  re-lease  reciting  the  mortgage,  and  that  A«  B.  had 
pidd  the  interest,  granted  and  confirmed  the  lands  to  the 
mortgagee,  reserving  the  equity  of  redemption  to  A.  B.,  his 
heirs,  &c.  By  a  deed  in  1789,  300/.  an  arrear  of  interest, 
was  added  to  the  principal,  and  the  aggregate  sum  of  1550/, 
was  charged  on  the  lands,  subject  to  redemption  as  by  tlia 
former  deed.    In  1794  M.  died,  leaving  R.  H.,  a  son  by  the 
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first  husband,  her  \w  at  law.  In  1797,  A.  B.  sold  part  of 
the  mortgaged  lands,  and  in  consideration  of  2000/.  principal 
and  interest,  paid  to  the  mortgagee,  and  600/.  paid  to  A.  B., 
he  and  the  mortgagee  conveyed  such  part  of  the  lands  to  R. 
R.  the  purchaser.  The  lands  remaining  unsold,  were  con- 
veyed by  the  mortgagee  to  A.  B.,  who  died  in  1799.  Under 
these  circumstances,  the  heir  at  law  of  M.  filed  a  bill  in  the 
Exchequer  to  redeem  the  lands,  and  the  Court  decreed  that 
he  was  entitled  to  redeem  on  payment  of  the  principal  money 
due  upon  the  mortgage,  and  interest  calculated  from  the 
death  of  A.  B. 
Upon  appeal  to  the  Aouse  of  Lords  from  this  decree,  it  was  de- 
clared that  R.  H.  as  heir  at  law  of  M.,  was  entitled,  notwith- 
standing the  proviso  for  redemption  reserved  to  A.  D.,  by  the 
deed  made  between  hitn  and  the  mortgagee,  to  redeem  the 
lands  *'  on  payment  of  the  principal  money  imd  interest,  due 
at  the  death  of  M,  on  the  aggregate  sum  of  1250/.  Such 
interest  to  be  computed  according  to  the  proviso  in  the 
indenture  ofre4ease  and  mortgage,  A.  B.  being  entitled 
in  equity,  to  have  the  interest  due  at  the  death  of  his  wife, 
added  to  the  principal,  and  considered  as  an  aggregate  sum 
with  the  principal,  A.  B.  and  M.  his  wife  not  being  bound 
**  to  keep  down  the  interest  during  her  life,  for  tlie  benefit  of 
*'  her  heir  at  law,  &c. ;  and  tliat  an  account  should  be  taken 
**  of  what  was  due  for  principal  and  interest  on  the  mortgage 
**  at  the  death  of  M."  The  decree  of  the  Exchequer  being 
varied  according  to  this  order,  it  was  referred  to  the  Master 
to  take  the  accounts  so  directed,  and  it  appeared  in  evidence 
befoi^  him,  that  A.  B.  and  M.  his  wife,  during  her  life,  psdd 
to  the  mortgagee,  on  account  of  interest,  1500/. ;  that  the 
Master  in  his  report  did  not  include  this  sum,  but  reported 
that  there  was  due  upon  this  account  for  principal  1250/.,  and 
for  interest  at  the  death  of  M.  286/.  9s.  2d.  On  this  ground 
exceptions  were  taken  to  the  report,  which  being  in  this  re- 
spect confirmed,  and  a  decree  made  upon  further  directions 
accordingly,  a  farther  appeal  was  presented  to  the  House  of 
Lords. 
But  the  decree  was  afiirmed,  the  House  being  of  opinion  that 
the  representative  of  the  husband  was  not  entitled,  as  against 
the  heir  of  the  wife,  to  an  allowance  of  interest  actually  paid 
by  the  husband  during  the  life  of  his  wife,  and  that  the  for- 
mer order  of  the  House,  directing  the  account  of  interest  due 
on  the  mortgage  at  the  death  of  M.,  meant  interest  actually 

due. — Ruscombe  v.  Hare p.  192 

PARTIES.    'S'ee  Pleading.    Time. 
PARTNERSHIP: 

A.,  by  his  will,  declaring  a  purpose  to  assign  the  lease  of  a 
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kotel,  ift  wUck  he  carried  on  btttinesft,  with  Ihe  effects  in  the 
hotel,  and  the  hnsinefts  of  it,  to  a  trostee  in  trost,  for  the  be- 
nefit of  his  son  and  daughter,  in  eonsideralion  of  an  annuity 
to  be  paid  ti>  him  for  hk  life,  bequeathed  the  residue  of  his 
personid  estate  and  effects  to  his  don  and  daughter  in  equal 
shares.  The  testator  died  without  having  carried  into  effect 
the  purpose  declared  in  his  will.  Hit  daughter  being  execu- 
trix, carried  on  the  bosidess  from  tkid  death  of  the  testator,  to 
the  year  1810,  in  the  house  where  the  testator  had  carried  it 
on.  In  that  year  she  purchased,  chiefly  by  means  of  the  as- 
sets, the  freehold  of  another  house,  to  which  she  removed  the 
business,  and  carried  it  on  there  until  1819,  when  she  mar- 
ried. Upon  the  marriage,  the  freehold  house  and  effects 
were  cofnveyed  and  assigned  to  a  trustee  for  the  daughter  and 
her  husband,  and  the  ehildren  of  the  marriage  in  the  ordinary 
course  of  settlement.  In  1820,  the  son  filed  a  bill  agunst 
the  daughter  and  her  husband,  praying  that  the  deed  of  set- 
tlement might  be  set  aside ;  that  the  freehold  house  might  be 
declared  to  be  part  of  tht  assets,  and  sold  with  the  effects, 
&c. ;  that  tok  account  might  be  taken  of  the  profits  of  the 
business,  from  the  death  of  the  testator  to  1819,  the  date  of 
the  marriage;  and  that  half  the  assets,  and  half  the  profits  of 
the  business^  might  be  paid  to  him  as  residuary  legatee  and 
partner. 

The  case  of  the  plaintiff  as  to  the  pnrlnersfaip,  was  supported  by 
the  evidence  of  the  will,  and  of  acts  and  admissions  On  the 
part  of  his  sister,  at  various  times  before  the  marriage,  of  her 
liability  to  account  as  partner*  The  Defendants  insisted  upon 
an  agreement  between  the  Plaintiff  and  his  sister,  shortly 
after  the  death  of  the  father,  that  the  lease  of  the  hotel,  and 
the  effects^  should  W  valued,  and  the  produce  divided  between 
them;  that  they  were  accordingly  valued^  and  that  the  half  of 
the  amount  of  the  valuation  had  been  paid  to  the  Plaintiff  by 
his  sister ;  but  this  alleged  agreement  did  not  include  any 
consideration  for  the  goodwill  of  the  business.  The  De- 
fendants also  produced  in  evidence^  a  letter  written  from 
Paris  by  the  Plaintiff,  in  which  he  spoke  of  the  business  as 
not  belonging  to  him;  but  this  letter  he  sought  to  explain, 
by  stating*  that  he  could  mot  with  safety,  being  in  France 
during  war^  acknowledge  that  he  had  any  property  or  con- 
cerns in  England. 

Upon  these  pleadings  and  the  evidence,  issues  were  directed  at 
the  hearing  to  try:  1,  whether  there  was  any  agreement  for 
the  sale  of  the  lease,  effects,  and  goodwill  of  the  business; 
and  if  so,  2,  whether  such  agreement  had  been  abandoned. 
No  issue  was  directed  on  the  question  of  partnership.  Upon 
the  trial  of  these  issues,  verdicts  were  given  for  the  Plaintiff 
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in  equity  on  both  issnes.  Upon  further  directions,  the  Court 
(Vice  Chancellor)  declared  that  a  partnership  in  moieties, 
subsisted  between  the  son  and  daughter,  from  the  death  of  the 
father  to  the  marriage  of  the  daughter,  when  the  partnership 
was  dissolved,  and  that  the  freehold  house  was  part  of  the 
assets,  and  an  account  was  directed  accordingly. 

Against  this  decree  the  Defendants  appealed  to  the  Chancellor, 
and  the  decree  being  affirmed  with  a  slight  variation,  the  De- 
fendants further  appealed  to  Parliament,  and  insisted  that  an 
issue  should  be  directed  to  try  the  question  of  fact,  whether  a 
partnership  subsisted ;  but  the  decree  was  affirmed,  the  House 
being  of  opinion  that  it  was  too  late  in  that  stage  of  the  cause 
to  ask  for  such  issue. — Burnand  v.  A^erot  -        p.  815 

PLEADINO.   See  Partnership.  Prerogative.  Time.  Tithes. 

By  a  treaty  between  the  governments  of  France  and  Spain,  it 
was  agreed,  that  France  should  pay  to  the  King  of  Spain  a 
certain  sum  of  money,  to  be  distributed  by  him  among  his 
subjects  having  claims  against  the  government  of  France. 
This  sum  by  the  terms  of  the  treaty,  was  made  pajrable  to  an 
agent  to  be  appointed  by  the  King  of  Spain.  He  accordingly 
appointed  an  agent,  who  received  the  sum  stipulated,  and 
afterwards  deposited  part  of  it  in  the  hands  of  Merdiants  in 
London,  in  the  name  of  his  secretary,  fiut  accounts  of  the 
money  so  deposited  were  rendered  by  the  merchants  to  the 
depositor,  and  not  to  his  secretary. 

Upon  a  bill  filed  in  equity,  in  the  name  of  the  King  of  Spain 
as  Plaintiff,  against  the  depositories  and  the  depositor,  stating 
ihese  facts,  and  praying  a  discovery,  account,  and  payment  of 
the  money  into  Court,  &o.,  the  Defendants  demurred  upon  the 
grounds  that  there  was  a  defect  of  parties,  and  that  a  foreign 
sovereign  cannot  sue  in  a  Court  of  Equity  in  England:  held, 
affirming  the  order  of  the  Court  below,  that  the  demurrer  was 
properly  overruled;  that  a  foreign  sovereign  may  sue  as 
Plfldntiff  in  equity ;  and  that  under  the  circumstances  of  the 
case,  it  was  not  necessary  that  the  eestui  que  trusts,  (the 
Spanish  claimants)  or  the  nominee  of  the  agents,  should  be 
parties  to  the  suit. 

Whether  after  the  money  has  been  brought  into  Court,  the  par- 
ties having  an  interest  in  the  final  distribution,  could  sustain 
a  bill  to  effectuate  their  claims— Quaere.  Huliett  v.  Me  Kinff 
0/ Spain p.  31 

PRACTICE.    5ee  Appeal.    Debtor  arid  Creditor.    Partner- 
ship.   Time. 
PREROGATIVE. 

Upon  a  commission  under  the  great  seal,  and  an  inquisition  re- 
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turned  into  and  filed  in  the  Petty  Bag  Office  of  the  Court 
of  Chancery,  lands  were  seized  into  the  king*s  hands  as 
derelict  hy  the  sea.    The  lord  of  the  adjoining  manor,  upon 
petition  to  the  Lord  Chancellor,  haying  obtained  leave  to  tra* 
verse  the  inquisition,  filed  his  traverse  in  the   Petty   Bagi 
denying  that  the  lands  were  derelict^  and  pleading  that  they 
were  formed  hy  alluvion,  or  gradual  deposit  of  soil.    The 
Attorney  General,  in  his  replication  to  this  traverse,  took 
issue  upon  the  alleged  fact  of  alluvion,  and  the  Defendant 
joined  issue.    Upon  the  trial,  a  verdict  was  found  for  the  De« 
fendant,  and  afterwards,  upon  application  of  the  Attorney 
General  for  a  new  trial,  the  Court  ordered  the  facts  proved 
to  be  stated  in  a  special  case,  which  being  argued,  a  verdict 
for  the  Defendant  was  entered  by  direction  of  the  Court. 
A  writ  of  error  from  tins  judgment,  directly  to  the  House  of 
Lords,  being  brought  by  the  Attorney  General,  on  behalf  of 
the  Crown  ;  held,  that  the  House  of  Lords  has  jurisdiction  to 
hear  such  writ  of  error;  that  it  is  not  necessary  to  carry  a 
writ  of  error  first  to  the  Exchequer  Chamber,  and  that  lands 
formed  by  alluvion,  that  is  by  gradual  and  imperceptible  de- 
posit on  the  shore  of  the  sea,  belong  to  the  lord  of  the  ad- 
joining manor,  and  not  to  the  king.  Jura  corona, 
A  custom  regulating  the  rights  of  the  owners  of  all  lands  bor- 
dering on  the  sea,  is  so  general,  that  it  need  not  be  pleaded. 
Rex  V.  Yarborough      --.---        p.  147 
PROHIBITION,     nde  Jurisdiction. 
SOVEREIGN  FOREIGN.     Fide  Pleading. 
SPECIFIC  PERFORMANCE.    See  Mbrgbr. 
STATUTE  27,  Geo.  III.  c.  44.    See  Jurisdiction. 

■'  8  and  9,  W.  III.  c.  II.    See  Jurisdiction, 

TENANT  FOR  LIFE.    See  Mortoaob. 
TERM.    See  Msrgbr. 
TIME: 

An  account  was  pending  between  A.  and  H.  to  the  period  of  the 
death  of  A.  In  the  years  1758  and  1764,  H.  had  paid  the 
sums  of  200/.  and  400/.  of  the  debts  of  A.,  and  had  from 
time  to  time,  and  at  the  periods  of  these  payments,  received 
various  monies  belonging  to  A.,  from  his  agents.  A  ^bill 
being  filed  by  the  representatives  of  A.,  to  ascertain  and  raise 
certain  charges  upon  A.'s  estate  ;  H.  in  his  answer,  made  no 
claim  in  respect  of  the  payments  of  200/.,  or  the  400/.,  and 
in  two  successive  charges  sent  in  by  him  before  the  Master, 
he  did  not  make  any  such  claim ;  but  at  last,  in  the  year  181 7t 
he  produced  a  charge,  in  which  those  sums  were  claimed  with 
interest. 
Held  in  the  Court  below,  and  on  appeal,  that  under  these  cir- 
cumstances the  claims  were  barred  by  iaches  and  length  of 
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time,  nolwM»lMidlng  tlie  ptmieacy  <d  the  iwowls;  and 
were  properly  daaattowed  in  tiie  sime  fu^eowit  in  which  H. 
WM  €hargi»4  with  nionie»  fnom  lime  to  ti«ie,  an4  dniing  the 
period  m  question,  adyanced  to  him  by  the  agents  of  A.— 
Crore  V.  iford  Lorton P-  286 

A  bill  for  an  acoo«ntwae  filed  in  1718.  A  decree  was  made  in 
)720.  The  account  was  pending  in  the  Master's  Office  until 
1734,  when  it  was  referred  to  arbitration.  The  award  was 
made  in  1738,  by  which  a  sum  of  6369/.  16s.  Id.  was  awarded 
to  4e  Plaintiff,  and  the  award  was  made  a  decree  of  the 
Court,  which  was  affirmed  upon  appeal  t»  Parliament  in 
1739. 

In  1741,  the  Plaintiff  to  enforce  the  payment  of  the  sum  awarded 
and  decreed,  filed  a  new  bill  in  the  nature  of  a  bill  of  amend- 
ment and  reTiyor,  against  the  representatiiFe  of  the  Defendant 
in  the  former  suit,  (barging  that  a  certain  mortgage  held  by 
him,  was  part  of  the  assets,  and  praying  that  it  might  be  ap* 
plied  in  payment  of  the  demand.  The  Defendant  to  the  last 
suit,  by  his  answer,  admitted  die  mortgage.  In  1742  the 
Plaintiff  filed  an  amended  bill.  In  1747  he  filed  another 
amended  bill,  praying  in  default  of  personal  estate  a  fore- 
closure of  the  mortgage,  and  that  the  principal  and  interest 
might  be  applied  in  satisfaction  of  his  demand;  stating  among 
other  things,  that  he  had  obtained  a  sequestration  against  the 
lands  of  6.  B.,  the  Defendant  in  the  first  suit,  who  had  died 
before  it  could  be  executed;  having  by  his  will  charged  his 
lands  with  the  payment  of  his  debts.  The  object  of  this  bill 
was  to  obtain  payment  of  the  sum  awarded  firom  the  assets  of 
O.  B. ;  part  of  which  assets,  as  the  bill  charged,  consisted  of 
a  mortgage  upon  an  estate,  called  Tyaquin;  and  that^jl.  B. 
and  his  representative,  had  been  in  possession  under  the  mort- 
gage, and  had  received  out  of  the  rents  and  profits  sufficient 
to  satisfy  the  Plaintiff's  demand. 

In  the  years  1748,  1751,  and  1754,  upon  the  death  of  parties, 
bills  of  revivor  and  amended  bills  wene  filed.  From  this 
time  no  proceedings  were  taken  until  the  year  1771,  when  a 
bill  was  filed  by  the  representative  of  the  original  Plaintiff, 
against  the  representative  of  the  original  Defendant,  stating 
impediments  to  the  prosecution  of  the  suit,  and  praying  an 
account  of  the  rents  received  from  the  lands  mortgaged.  In 
1772  the  Defendant  filed  an  answer,  refusing  the  discovery, 
and  in  1773,  upon  exceptions,  he  filed  a  further  answer,  (still 
refusing  the  discovery,)  which  was  reported  insufficient. 

From  this  time  no  further  proceedings  were  taken  in  the  cause, 
until  the  year  1785,  when  the  representative  of  the  Plaintiff 
in  the  last  suit,  and  of  the  original  Plaintiff,  filed  a  bill  of  re- 
vivor  and  ainended  bill  against  the  representative  of  the  De- 
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feadant  in  the  last  »uit,  and  against  Jf.  B.,  the  heir  of  the 
alleged  mortgagee,  stating  impediments  to  the  prosecution  of 
the  suit,  from  the  litigation  in  which  his  testatrix  had  been 
involved;  and  that  a  deed  had  been  made  by  collusion,  be- 
tween   the  representative  of  the  mortgagee,  and  J,  B.  the 
heir  of  the  mortgagor,  by  which  the  former  conveyed  the 
lands  to  the  latter,  in  consideration  of  an  annuity ;  charging 
that  the  deed  was  a  fraud  upon  the  Plaintiff,  and  a  devastavit 
of  the  assets,  and  praying  an  account  of  the  real  and  personal 
estate  of  the  first  representative  of  the  original  mortgagee, 
who  had  charged  his  debts  on  his  real  estate,  and  devised  it, 
and  bequeathed  his  personalty  to  the  Defendants  his  repre- 
sentatives. 
In  1787,  the  Defendants,  the  representatives,  by  their  answer, 
admitted  that  the  deed  as  charged  by  the  will  was  fraudulent, 
and  contended  that  the  Plaintiffs  should  first  have  recourse 
agsdnst  the  lands  mortgaged.     From  1787  to  179^1  no  step 
was  taken  in  the  cause.     Between  the  years  179i5  and  1804, 
Dine  bills  of  revivor  and  amended  biUs  were  filed.     By  a  de- 
cree in  1808,  accounts  were  directed  to  be  taken  of  the  per- 
sonal and  real  assets,  of  the  original  Defendant  and  his  first 
representative.     In  1810,  the  Master  reported  that  28,657/. 
was  due  to  the  Plaintiffs ;  that  the  assets  of  the  original  De- 
fendant consisted  partly  of  a  mortgage  of  the  lands  of  T. 
which  came  into  the  hands  of  his  representative,  who  had  re- 
ceived of  the  rents  and  profits  sufficient  to  answer  the  demand. 

Upon  exceptions  to  this  report,  and  by  a  decree  upon  further 
directions,  the  Master  was  ordered  to  enquire  under  what 
title  the  representative  of  the  original  Defendant  entered  into 
the  lands  of  T.  Upon  which  reference,  the  Master  reported 
that  he  entered  as  mortgagee.  Exceptions  being  taken  to 
this  report,  upon  the  ground,  (among  others)  that  notwith- 
standing the  existence  of  apparent  securities,  and  various  ac- 
counts between  the  parties  on  the  foot  of  an  apparent  mort- 
gage, there  was  evidence  before  the  Master,  that  the  deeds 
were  in  reality  only  deeds  of  trust,  to  secure  the  estate 
against  the  claims  of  adverse  creditors ;  and  farther  that  there 
were  existing  judgments,  being  charges  upon  the  lands  prior 
to  the  Plaintiff*s  claim,  and  that  the  representative  of  the 
original  Defendant  entered  upon  the  lands  not  by  the  virtue 
of  the  mortgage,  but  under  the  limitations  of  a  marriage  set- 
tlement ;  by  a  farther  decree  upon  further  directions,  the  ex- 
ceptbns  on  these  points  were  allowed,  and  the  account  was 
directed  to  be  taken,  excluding  the  alleged  mortgage,  and  the 
bill  as  against  J.  B.  was  dismissed. 

Held  on  appeal  that  the  decree  was  right.— /Te/Zy  v.  Batemany 

p.  327 
Whether  delays  such  as  appear  to  have  occurred,  and  under 
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such  circnmBtances  as  in  the  case  rqiorted,  ought  to  operate  as 
a  bar  to  a  demand  in  a  Court  of  Equity?— Qn^vre.  J.  D.  ibid. 
Whether  under  the  circiimstances  stated  in  the  case,  J.  B.  the 
heir  of  the  supposed  mortgagor,  and  re-lessee  of  the  lands  in 
question,  was  a  necessary  party  to  the  appeal  ? — Qumre,  Kelfy 

V.  Bateman p.  327 

TITHES. 

1.  A.,  the  owner  of  the  tithes  of  a  district  in  a  parish,  and  B., 
his  lessee,  in  July,  1824,  filed  a  bill  in  Chancery  against  C, 
the  occupier  of  lands  within  the  district,  praying  an  account 
for  six  years  back  of  the  tithes  of  clover,  vetches,  meadow, 
and  rye  grass,  and  other  grasses,  cut  green,  and  partly  left 
in  the  swathe,  and  partly  cocked.    C.  by  his  answer,  admitted 
the  title  of  A.  and  B.  to  the  tithes  of  the  district,  and  his  own 
occupation,  and  the  taking  of  the  tithes  ;  but  contended  that 
the  clover,  &c.  were  small  tithes,  and  belonged  to  and  were 
claimed  by  the  vicar,  and  that  he  paid  to  the  vicar  a  compo- 
sition for  all  the  small  tithes,  and  that  the  clover,  &c.  had 
been  used  as  green  meat  for  his  husbandry  horses ;  and  upon 
these  grounds  he  denied  the  title  of  the  Plaintifis  to  the  titbes 
in  question. 
It  appeared  in  evidence,  that  in  the  year  1822,  C.  had  written  a 
letter  to  B!,  stating,  that  on  the  day  of  writing  the  letter,  he 
should  cut  vetches,  and  set  out  the  tithes,  and  that  he  had  no 
objection  to  compound ;  and  in  the  year  1824,  a  letter  having 
been  written  by  the  solicitor  of  A.,  threatening  to  file  a  bill 
for  the  tithes  in  question ;  C.  by  his  answer  to  that  letter, 
said  that  he  had  never  refused  to  pay  the  lessee  the  tithes  of 
green  clover,  vetches,  and  grass. 
Upon  these  admissions,  notwithstanding  the  objections  raised 
by  the  answer,  held,   (reversing  the  decree  of  the  Court 
below,)  that  the  Plaintiffs  were  entitled  to  a  decree  for  an 
account. 
Whether  the  natural  or  artificial  grasses,  cut  green,  and  lying 
in  the  swathe,  or  set  up  in  cocks,  are  great  or  small  tithes, 
and  whether  if  given  to  husbandry  horses,  there  being  other 
food  grown  on  the  farm,  sufficient  for  these  horses,  they  are 
exempt  from  tithes  ?  Quasre.'^Lewia  v.  Allnutt    •        p.  83 
2.  Upon  a  bill  for  tithes  by  a  vicar,  against  the  occupiers  of 
an  estate,  which  had  belonged  to  the  Knights  Hospitallers 
of  St.  John  of  Jerusalem,  and  after  the  dissolution  of  the 
monasteries,  being  vested  in  King  Henry  the  Eighth,  had 
been  granted  by  him  to  the  Archbishop  of  York  and  his 
successors,  under  whom  the  Defendants  occupied;  the  De- 
fendants pleaded  that  the  lands  were  held  by  the  Hospital 
exempt  from  tithes ;  that  they  were  so  held  and  granted  by 
the  King;  and  they  proved  that  no  tithes  had  within  memory 
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been  paid  for  the  l&nds.    On  the  part  of  the  vicar  was  pro- 
duced an  inspeximus  of  an  inquisition  made  under  the  au- 
thority of  the  Archbishop  of  York,  in  1314 ;  by  which  it 
was  found,  after  specifying  certain  tithes,  **  that  the  vicar 
**  ought  to  receive  all  other  tithes  to  the  said  church  be- 
**  longing,    except  com  and  hay,   which  the   master  and 
**  bretheren  of  the  Hospital  of  St.  John  of  Jerusalem  re- 
«<  ceived  as  rectors ;  but  that  all  the  vicars  had,  ever  since 
the  time  of  the  ordination  of  the  vicarage,  received  all 
the  tithes,  and  peaceably,  and  did  so  at  that  time,  but  they 
were  bound  to  give  their  tithe  of  com  and  hay." 
Held  upon  the  evidence  of  this  document,  that  the  vicar  was 
entitled  to  the  tithes  claimed  by  his  hiW.^-Elsley  v.  I>o«- 

nison --p.  94 

WARD.    See  Guardian. 
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INSURANCE. 

A.  and  Co.  carryhig  on  business  in  Eit^laiid  m  mi  Insurance 
Company,  Kad  ui  office  and  an  ag^ent  in  Scotland,  with  whom 
C  D.  &c.  for  tliemselves  and  others  as  jofait  owners  of  a 
vessel,  made  an  insurance,  receiving  from  the  agent  a  memo- 
randum in  general  terms,  importing,  without  exception  of 
any  sea  risks,  that  the  vessel  was  insured,  a^K^  tiiat  a  policy 
would  be  prepared  and  sent  to  be  delivered  to  the  assured 
or  their  order,  on  the  third  Monday  in  the  ensuing  month, 
or  on  any  subsequent  day.  Notice  of  the  effecting  of  the 
insurance  was  transmitted  by  the  Scotch  agent  to  the  prin- 
cipals in  London,  who  two  months  after  the  date  of  the  me- 
morandum, transmitted  to  the  agent  a  policy  of  insurance, 
containing  a  clause  by  which  the  operation  of  the  policy  was  to 
be  suspended  while  the  vessel  should  be  at  sea.  This  policy 
was  not  demanded  by,  nor  delivered,  nor  shewn  to  the  as- 
sured, who  at  the  end  of  the  year  renewed  their  policy  by 
the  medium  of  the  agent  in  Scotland,  but  by  a  memorandum 
of  renewal  signed  by  the  agent  in  England,  and  referring  to 
a  specific  policy,  which  although  it  was  lying  at  the  agent's 
office,  was  not  then  demanded  by,  nor  delivered,  nor  shewn 
to  them.  Soon  after  this  renewal  of  the  policy,  the  ship  was 
lost  at  sea  by  fire  ;  under  these  circumstances,  a  judgment  of 
the  Court  of  Session,  reversing  a  sentence  of  the  Judge 
Admiral,  was  affirmed  on  appeal,  but  on  distinct  grounds* 
the  House  of  Lords  being  of  opinion  that  the  memorandum 
was  the  contract  between  the  parties,  and  therefore  properly 
admitted  in  evidence  upon  the  trial  of  an  issue  directed 
before  the  Jury  Court,  that  the  Stat.  6  Geo.  I.  c.  18.,  so  £ELr  as 
related  to  Insurance  Companies,  did  not  extend  to  Scotland ; 
that  a  contract  made  under  the  circumstances  above  stated  was 
a  Scotch  contract,  and  that  the  principals  and  their  agents 
were  properly  included  in  the  same  action.— Paffuoii  v. 
Mills  .  .  .  -  p.  520 

MARRIAGE. 

In  May  1816,  a  marriage  ceremony  between  M.  and  G.  (accord- 
ing to  the  evidence  of  one  witness  who  spoke  positively  to 
the  performance  of  the  ceremony,  and  the  identity  of  the 
parties,  confirmed  by  another  witness,  who  spoke  with  less 
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firmness  as  to  the  identity,)  was  performed  by  a  minister  of 
the  church  of  Scotland,  upon  tlie  production  of  an  instru- 
ment, purporting  and  proved  to  be  a  certificate  of  a  procla- 
mation of  banns,  which  proclamation,  from  the  date  of  the 
certificate,  as  compared  with  a  registrate  of  the  marriage  and 
the  evidence  of  the  witnesses,  could  not  possibly  have  been 
made.  But  it  was  proved  to  be  the  usual  certificate,  and  that 
according  to  the  practice  in  Scotland  at  the  time,  banns  were 
in  fact  scarcely  ever  proclaimed,  when  such  certificates  were 
given.  The  minister  who  performed  the  ceremony  had  after- 
wards been  banished  for  forgery  and  collusion  in  effecting  a 
marriage,  and  became  incompetent  to  give  evidence;  but  a 
book  kept  by  him,  in  which  the  marriage  id  question  appeared 
to  be  regularly  entered,  was  produced,  and  proved  by  the  wife 
and  daughter  of  the  minister  who  also  performed  the  cere- 
mony. 

M.,  who  had  afterwards  married  another  husband,  upon  a  suit 
to  establish  the  first  marriage,  in  her  defence  admitted  that 
one  evening  in  May  1816,  by  means  of  threats,  and  particu- 
larly of  personal  injury  to  a  rival  suitor,  who  afterwards 
became  the  second  husband,  she  was  induced  to  go  and  went 
with  G.  to  the  house  of  the  minister  before  mentioned,  but 
from  the  nij^itation  of  her  mind,  that  she  was  incapable  of 
paying  attention  to  what  then  passed,  and  was  convinced  that 
she  did  not  consent  to  the  marriage.  She  also  admitted  that 
after  the  ceremony  she  returned  with  G.  to  her  father's  house, 
but  denied  the  consummation. 

It  was  in  evidence  that  M.  was  in  the  habit  of  calling  upon  G. 
at  his  printing  ofiice,  late  in  the  evening  and  alone ;  and  that 
after  the  ceremony  of  marriage,  in  speaking  of  it  she  said 
••  it  was  not  binding,  what  would  two  or  three  words  of  an 
**  outlawed  man  do  ?  "     It  was  also  in  evidence  that  on  two 

.  occasions,  in  the  presence  of  her  father,  she  was  addressed, 
and  her  health  drank  by  the  name  of  Mrs.  G.,  which  saluta- 
tion was  in  one  instance  returned,  and  in  another  received 
without  observation  by  her  or  her  father.  It  was  also  in 
evidence,  that  upon  two  occasions  J.,  the  second  husband, 
after  his  marriage  came  to  the  house  of  M.  when  G.  was 
there,  and  went  secretly  to  an  upper  room,  where  he  re- 
mained alone. 

The  marriage  with  G.  as  alleged,  took  place  in  May  1816. 
In  June  1816,  a  marriage  was  regularly  solemnized  between 
M.  and  J.  It  was  proved  that  G.  before  his  alleged  mar- 
riage with  M.  had  admitted  that  J.  was  s  more  favoured 
suitor;  that  upon  the  marriage  between  M.  and  J.  he  had 
accepted  a  present  of  a  pair  of  gloves ;  that  he  had  been 
frequently  present  in  social  parties  with  J.  and  M.,  to  whom 
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he  drank  by  the  name  of  Mrs.  J. ;  that  he  slept  in  the  same 
room  where  M.  and  J.  were  in  bed  together  as  man  and  wife, 
and  in  all  his  intercourse  with  them,  which  was  very  fre- 
qurnt,  recognized  them  as  such. 

Two  years  after  the  marriage  of  M.  and  J.,  and  their  cohabita- 
tion, O.  raised  an  action  in  the  Commissaries  Court  against 
M.  of  declarator  of  marriage  and  adherence.  There  was 
issue  of  the  marriage  between  M.  and  J.  but  neither  the 
cliildren  nor  J.  were  made  parties. 

Held,  (reversing  the  judgment  below,)  that  if  a  celebration  of 
the  ceremony  of  marriage  took  place  between  M.  and  6.,  it 
was  to  be  presumed,  under  the  circumstances  before  stated,  that 
there  was  no  real  consent  to  marry. — McNeill  v.  McGregor, 

Whether  it  is  necessary  that  the  second  husband  and  the  chil- 
dren should  be  parties  to  the  suit.     QucBre, 

Scmb.  That  according  to  the  practice  of  the  Ecclesiastical 
Court,  it  is  only  necessary  to  make  the  principal  a  party,  but 
that  the  other  parties  interested  may  intervene  if  they  think 
fit,  at  any  stage  of  the  suit. 

Supposing  that  the  evidence  had  been  deemed  sufficient  to  war- 
rant a  declarator  of  marriage  between  M.  and  G.,  whether  a 
sentence  of  adherence  ought  also  to  have  been  pronounced. 
Qu€src. 

Upon  a  summons  which  alleges  an  irregular  marriage,  followed 
by  consummation,  and  a  regular  marriage  celebrated  with  a 
view  to  complete  the  irregular  marriage,  whether  proof  of 
the  latter  marriage,  no  proof  being  given  of  the  former, 
would  be  a  sufficient  proof  of  marriage.     Qucere, 

Whether  after  judgment  upon  such  a  summons,  and  proof  ne- 
gativing the  alleged  regular  marriage,  a  new  action  could  be 
brought  to  establish  the  irregular  marriage.     Quare. 

Whether  according  to  the  law  of  Scotland,  entries  made  in  a 
book  kept  by  a  minister  of  the  church  of  Scotland,  in  the 
manner  above  described,  are  admissible  in  evidence  to  prove  a 
marriage;  and  how  marriages  are  to  be  proved,  supposing 
the  minister  and  witnesses  are  dead,  or  incompetent.     Qucere, 

Whether  the  admission  of  a  woman  who  may  be  claimed  as  a 
wife  by  two  persons  under  such  alleged  ceremonies  of  mar- 
riage, and  circumstances  as  above  stated,  is  admissible  in 
evidence  as  a  proof  of  the  first  marriage.     Quare. 

Whether  a  marriage  celebrated  by  a  minister  of  the  church  of 
Scotland,  upon  such  certificate  as  above  mentioned,  without 
actual  ndylication  of  banns,  is  to  be  deemed,  according  to 
the  pramce,  a  regular  marriage  in  Scotland.  Qutgre, 
Assuming  it  to  be  an  irregular  marriage,  previous  and  subse- 
quent conduct  of  the  parties,  is  admissible  evidence  upon  the 
question  of  consent.     Macneill  v.  Macfrregor  -         393 
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